Whatever happens, I'll support you: The effects of autonomy support during aggressive customer service interactions by Benedetti, Alison A.
WHATEVER HAPPENS, I’LL SUPPORT YOU: THE EFFECTS OF AUTONOMY 
SUPPORT DURING AGGRESSIVE CUSTOMER SERVICE INTERACTIONS 
 
 
 
A Dissertation 
Presented to 
The Graduate Faculty of The University of Akron 
 
 
 
In Partial Fulfillment 
of the Requirements for the Degree 
Doctor of Philosophy 
 
 
 
 
 
Alison A. Benedetti 
December, 2015 
ii 
WHATEVER HAPPENS, I’LL SUPPORT YOU: THE EFFECTS OF AUTONOMY 
 
SUPPORT DURING AGGRESSIVE CUSTOMER SERVICE INTERACTIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Alison A. Benedetti 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dissertation 
 
 
Approved:     Accepted: 
_____________________________  ____________________________________ 
Advisor     Department Chair 
Dr. James M. Diefendorff   Dr. Paul E. Levy 
 
_____________________________  ____________________________________ 
Committee Member    Dean of the College 
Dr. Paul E. Levy    Dr. Chand Midha 
 
_____________________________  ____________________________________ 
Committee Member    Dean of the Graduate School 
Dr. Joelle D. Elicker    Dr. Chand Midha 
 
_____________________________  ____________________________________ 
Committee Member    Date 
Dr. Dennis Doverspike 
 
_____________________________ 
Committee Member 
Dr. Janette Dill 
iii 
ABSTRACT 
 
 
Stemming from a tradition of self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985), an 
abundance of support exists for implementing autonomy support as a tool in fostering 
employee well-being and performance. In essence, autonomy supportive managers help 
to satisfy basic psychological needs (e.g., autonomy, competence) of their employees, but 
what is less clear is whether the beneficial effect of autonomy support will be seen under 
challenging work conditions such as dealing with customer aggression. Working with 
aggressive customers has been shown to decrease employee need satisfaction, leading to 
burnout and impaired performance. Taken together, the current study sought to examine 
the independent and interactive effects of managerial behavior and customer treatment 
toward the employee on key outcomes such as reports of well-being and performance. 
Through a call center simulation in which management style was experimentally 
manipulated (autonomy supportive or controlled), participants received calls from 
customers (aggressive or non-aggressive) and continuously recorded their need 
satisfaction and affect immediately following the customer calls; also, observer ratings of 
employee service performance were continuously recorded after data collection. In using 
continuous rating assessments, this study sought to eliminate many of the limitations 
traditionally found in self-report measures. Results show that the manager motivational 
style had significant but limited effects: participants in the autonomy supportive manager 
condition experienced more positive affect and vitality, on average, compared to the 
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controlled manager, but the manager manipulation did not significantly influence 
participant reports of average negative affect, emotional exhaustion, or third-party 
performance ratings. The customer treatment toward the participant had strong, robust 
effects on average well-being as well as trends and end-of-call ratings (i.e., ratings at the 
concluding moment of the call) for need satisfaction and performance. However, the 
managerial style and the customer treatment did not significantly interact to predict 
employee outcomes as expected. Possible explanations for these findings as well as 
implications for the advancement of theory and practical use of the findings are 
discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 
 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
 
 
Self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Gagné & Deci, 2005) 
distinguishes between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, with subtypes of motivation 
varying in levels of autonomous or controlled motivation. For instance, within the 
extrinsic type of motivation, an individual’s motivation can vary to the extent to which it 
is controlled or autonomous motivation. When individuals feel compelled to act due to 
external regulation (i.e., for external reasons: reward or validation), this illustrates a 
controlled motivation, but more autonomous extrinsic motivation would involve the 
individual acting in accordance with one’s values and goals (i.e., integrated motivation).  
Autonomous motivation, described as feeling a sense of choice and acting 
volitionally (Gagné & Deci, 2005), is positively related to performance, (Kasser & Ryan, 
1993, 1996), goal achievement, (Williams, Grow, Freedman, Ryan, & Deci, 1996), and 
well-being (Vansteenkiste, Neyrinck, Niemiec, Soenens, Witte, & Broeck, 2007) 
compared to controlled motivation, which is characterized as behaving out of sense of 
obligation or pressure (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Although employees are often controlled or 
incentivized through external mechanisms (e.g., money, power, praise), managers should 
consider promoting more autonomous forms of extrinsic motivation within their 
employees. Intrinsic motivation would be the ideal source of work motivation, as it has 
been shown to predict the best health and well-being outcomes for individuals (Ryan & 
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Deci, 2000; Weissinger, & Iso-Ahola, 1984); however, it is more likely that receiving the 
external benefits compels someone to press through the daily grind of the job rather than 
purely intrinsic motivation (i.e., enjoyment or interest). Instead of striving for intrinsic 
motivation, managers encourage employees take on a more internalized form of 
motivation, through a process called ‘internalization,’ in which managers help to make 
employee behavior congruent with inner ideals as a function of contextual factors like 
managerial support (Black & Deci, 2000; Gagné & Deci, 2005).  
As such, the use of autonomy supportive managerial styles has been shown to 
predict engagement (Reeve, Jang, Carrell, Jeon, & Barch, 2004), persistence (Pelletier, 
Fortier, Vallerand, & Briere, 2001; Vansteenkiste, Simons, Lens, Sheldon, & Deci, 
2004), performance (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004), and well-being (Gagné, 2003) compared 
to more controlling or directive forms of management. These findings would advocate 
autonomy support as a superior approach to managing individuals with respect to both 
achieving performance goals and maintaining optimal psychological functioning. 
Specifically, self-determination theorists advocate for managers to provide autonomy 
support as an established means of internalizing work goals and behaviors (Deci & Ryan, 
1985; Reeve & Tseng, 2011; Williams, McGregor, Sharp, Levesque, Kouides, Ryan, & 
Deci, 2006) and reducing pressure or control placed on the employee by managers.  
Through specific yet impactful behaviors, autonomy supportive managers can 
better satisfy employees’ three psychological needs for autonomy, relatedness, and 
competence (Deci & Ryan, 1985). As an example, managers can allow subordinates to 
choose the manner in which they complete their work tasks (as opposed to dictating terms 
of working) and then explain the purpose and meaning of their contributions (Deci & 
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Ryan, 1987; Gagné & Deci, 2005). In this way, situational influences (e.g., managerial 
motivation style) can affect employee need satisfaction, which, in turn, can predict 
employee performance and well-being. In other words, the present study seeks to 
examine how need satisfaction drives, or mediates, the relationship for employee work 
outcomes. 
This investigation aims to examine the effects of autonomy supportive 
management in a new context (i.e., customer service work) with two major objectives. 
First, an autonomy supportive management style represents a top-down influence that 
positively affects individual need satisfaction (Baard, Deci, & Ryan, 2004; Deci, Ryan, 
Gagné, Leone, Usunov, & Kornazheva, 2001; Gagné, 2003). What is less understood is 
how an autonomy supportive management style might impact need satisfaction and well-
being in the presence of dynamic, bottom-up influences in the moment. Aspects of one’s 
work environment continuously change (e.g., interactions with stakeholders, shifting 
deadlines and/or priorities) and, with that, so too might employee feelings of need 
satisfaction and motivation. Said differently, although need satisfaction has yet to be 
examined at the event-level, previous research suggests that work environment and 
impactful events shape individual well-being states (Hart, Wearing, & Headey, 1995; 
Miner, Glomb, & Hulin, 2005). Therefore, need satisfaction is likely to change as a 
function of the bottom-up influences throughout the course of the typical work day, while 
the top-down presence of autonomy supportive managers may alter the employees’ 
reaction to or interpretation of these work events.    
SDT has established that managerial behaviors (i.e., autonomy support or 
controlled styles of management) can impact employee outcomes (Gagné, 2003; 
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Muraven et al., 2008; Reeve et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004), but an interesting 
and unexamined area is whether the effects of managerial style on employee need 
satisfaction and outcomes may depend on aspects of the situation that enhance or thwart 
need satisfaction. For instance, employee need satisfaction is likely to increase with 
autonomy supportive managers (Gagné & Deci, 2005), yet encounters with aggressive or 
hostile customers may decrease well-being and need satisfaction (Ben-Zur & Yagil, 
2005; Grandey, Dickter, & Sin, 2004). In considering the influence of both managerial 
autonomy style (supportive versus controlling) and customer behavior (hostile versus 
pleasant) on employee need satisfaction, the present study can determine the relative 
influence of these two interpersonal influences as well as how they might combine to 
shape need satisfaction, well-being, and performance.   
Second, the current study seeks to understand and model the trajectories of 
psychological need satisfaction and the effects of managerial style and customer behavior 
on these trajectories. The focus of past research, even studies utilizing experience 
sampling methodology to capture momentary need satisfaction, has been on mean levels 
of need satisfaction (either in general for person level research, Reis et al., 2000; Sheldon 
& Elliot, 1999; or in the episode for experience sampling research, Gagné, Ryan, & 
Bargmann, 2003). The proposed study seeks to extend this work by continuously 
capturing the level of psychological need satisfaction during the full length of the 
employee-customer interaction and examining the need satisfaction variability and need 
satisfaction trajectories during the interaction. I expect that customer behavior and 
managerial style may independently and interactively impact the direction and nature of 
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the changes observed in psychological need satisfaction during the employee-customer 
interactions.   
Taken together, I theorize that employee outcomes will decline as a function of 
aggressive customer interactions, and managerial style (i.e., autonomy support vs. 
controlling) will moderate the steepness of this slope over the course of the interaction 
(Ben-Zur & Yagil, 2005; Grandey, Dickter, & Sin, 2004; Yagil, 2008). Based upon these 
findings, the present research tests the notion of need satisfaction (for autonomy and 
competence) being an important explanatory variable when managerial and customer 
behavior differentially and interactively affect employee outcomes (i.e., performance, 
well-being). In an experimental design in which participants engaged in a call center 
simulation, the participants were randomly assigned to one of two different conditions of 
managerial motivational styles (autonomy supportive, controlling) as manipulated 
through different scripts providing task instructions. Participants answered a customer 
service call, during which confederates played the role of either an aggressive or non-
aggressive customer through the use of managerial scripts. To investigate moment-to-
moment variation of need satisfaction, participants listened to a recording of the call and 
provided continuous ratings of the autonomy and competence they experienced 
throughout the call.  
As an important note, the need for relatedness, a third psychological need 
according to SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985), was not assessed for the customer service 
episode as it was less likely to vary in a significant way in the given context. The length 
of the customer interaction was brief (i.e., 3-4 minutes) and represented more of a 
customer service encounter rather than a relationship, in which the parties may share a 
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deeper connection (Ford, 2001). Finally, third-party observers continuously rated 
participants on their performance, specifically the quality of customer service shown to 
the customer. 
Based on previous work on autonomy support (Baard et al., 2004), the autonomy 
supportive manager a) acknowledged that the participant may feel nervous during the 
call, especially if a customer becomes angry and b) encouraged the participant to use his 
or her own discretion and best judgment if the situation requires one to deviate from the 
script. On this last point, the autonomy supportive manager trusted that the participant 
would make appropriate decisions yet still emphasized the use of organizational display 
rules in all conversations with customers. Conversely, the controlling/controlled manager 
presented prescribed solutions for the participant to use if dealing with difficult customer 
situations and then demanded it be followed. This manager insisted that the participant 
adhere to her prescribed solution, allowing no room for discretion within the 
organizational display rules, and the participant was reinforced or punished accordingly. 
Similar studies show how other interventions similar to autonomy support, such as 
empowerment (Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005; Bowen & Lawler, 1994; Chebat & 
Kollias, 2000; Fulford & Enz, 1995) and job autonomy (Grandey et al., 2004; Parker & 
Axtell, 2001), have already been effective in customer service settings, suggesting need 
satisfaction could play a role.  
In applying SDT to a customer service context, the current study addresses an 
important new research question as to whether need satisfaction varies as a function of 
customer mistreatment (i.e., hostile, aggressive behavior). Contrary to the previous 
research which examined autonomy support in non-threatening environments (e.g., 
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educational settings; Black & Deci, 2000; Reeve & Tseng, 2011; athletic settings; Gagné, 
2003) that only served to enrich individual well-being, this study incorporates autonomy 
support into a potentially difficult environment in which aggressive customers may 
thwart basic needs. In other words, participants in the current call center simulation may 
feel threatened by customers. Therefore, the purpose of autonomy support in this setting 
may not be to yield benefits, but instead to reduce or limit the harmful effects of customer 
mistreatment (Ben-Zur & Yagil, 2005; Grandey, Dickter, & Sin, 2004; Yagil, 2006, 
2008). During customer calls, participants will likely exhibit declines in need satisfaction 
over the course of call (i.e., negative trajectory); however, those in the autonomy support 
condition will exhibit less of a decline during the call (i.e., smaller slope) compared to 
those in the controlled conditions. Therefore, I anticipated that those in the controlled 
managerial condition would thwart participant needs, demonstrating a significantly 
steeper decline in employee well-being and performance as compared to participants in 
the autonomy supportive condition.  
Until now, SDT research has seen need satisfaction vary substantially across days 
and events (e.g., daily, Reis, Sheldon, Gable, Roscoe, & Ryan, 2000; hourly or event 
level, Howell, Chenot, Hill, & Howell, 2011; Moller, Deci, & Elliot, 2010), but nothing 
is known about the ways in which need satisfaction may systematically vary over the 
course of a particular event. Indeed, it may be that the trajectory of change in need 
satisfaction may relate to performance and well-being above and beyond the average or 
final level of need satisfaction during the call. In other words, it is not only where you 
end up, but how you got there that matters. There is reason to believe employee need 
satisfaction would change significantly even during a short window of time (i.e., several 
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minutes), assuming it stands as a meaningful work event. Deviating from one’s baseline 
need satisfaction throughout the day has been linked to mood, psychological vitality, self-
esteem, and even physical symptoms (Reis et al., 2000; Sheldon, Reis, & Ryan, 1996), 
signifying the influence of these within-day changes—for better or for worse.  
In sum, this study built upon existing motivational and customer service literature 
to better understand how managerial autonomy support and customer treatment uniquely 
contribute to the experience of employee need satisfaction. For decades SDT researchers 
have discussed the way need satisfaction facilitates psychological development and 
optimal functioning within-persons (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 1987; Edmunds, Ntoumanis, & 
Duda, 2007; Ryan & Deci, 2000); meanwhile, studies on emotional labor and customer 
aggression note the decline of similar psychological needs in response to abusive 
interpersonal encounters (Grandey, Dickter, & Sin, 2004; Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007). 
By applying the SDT framework to customer service work, the present research seeks to 
understand how interpersonal relationships on the job (i.e., managers, customers) can 
impact momentary need satisfaction and, in turn, affect performance and well-being.    
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CHAPTER II 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
In a major paradigm shift away from previous theories of behavior modification 
conducted through tangible rewards and principles of reinforcement (Skinner, 1953), 
cognitive research considered internal processes, such as one’s beliefs or expectations 
about the behavior-outcome relationships that would predict self-regulation (Atkinson, 
1964; Tolman, 1932; Vroom, 1964). Deci and Ryan’s (1985) self-determination theory 
(SDT) further distinguishes between behavior that is initiated as an act of one’s own 
choice or volition (i.e., autonomous motivation) versus that which has been coerced 
through external pressures (i.e., controlled motivation). Underlying SDT is a continuum 
upon which autonomous and controlled motivation exist (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Gagné & 
Deci, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000), with much of employee behavior falling somewhere in 
between as being neither completely autonomous nor completely controlled by external 
factors. 
Autonomous motivation describes one’s actions as being a reflection of internal 
values, goals, or desires. Intrinsic motivation, acting out of sense of enjoyment or out of 
interest, is an example of autonomous motivation and serves as the truest sense of 
volitional behavior. Next on the continuum, integrated regulation is the most 
autonomous form of extrinsic motivation in that individuals are interested in the action 
for its instrumental value in achieving personal goals. Identified regulation describes the 
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other less internalized form of autonomous motivation, describing when the behavior 
itself reflects some aspect of the person such as one’s goals or values; for instance, a 
police officer offers to escort an elderly person to the car in order to adhere to a value 
held by police officers, “protect and serve.” Moving along the continuum, the last two 
forms of motivation are types of controlled motivation, since these are characterized by 
acting out of a sense of external pressure or obligation. Introjected regulation is a form of 
controlled motivation in which individuals may feel pressure to behave in accordance 
with certain external standards that they have not internalized as their own, but in failing 
to meet the standards, they can experience declines in their self-worth. Lastly, external 
regulation is the “prototype of controlled motivation” (Gagné & Deci, 2005, p. 334), 
since individuals only act for the sake of obtaining some desirable outcome.   
Autonomous motivation represents intrinsic, integrated, and identified motivation. 
Conversely, controlled motivation encompasses introjected and external regulation. 
Previous empirical research has demonstrated that using these broader terms (i.e., 
autonomous and controlled motivation) is sufficient in finding different motivational 
patterns (Bono & Judge, 2003; Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005; Sheldon & Elliot, 
1999).  Self-determination theorists hail autonomous motivation as the preferred choice 
in regards to optimal functioning and well-being, and, therefore, prescribe internalizing 
extrinsic forms of motivation when possible (Gagné & Deci, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000). 
Achieving these more internalized forms of motivation is positively related to greater 
psychological need satisfaction. The three psychological needs are basic and universal to 
all individuals: autonomy, relatedness, and competence (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Deci et al., 
2001).  
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Basic Psychological Needs 
The need for autonomy is characterized by feeling a desire to choose one’s own 
actions; in essence, those high on need for autonomy want to be “the authors of their own 
behavior” (Sheldon et al., 1996, p. 1271). Ryan and Frederick (1997) explain how 
satisfying one’s need for autonomy positively relates to positive outcomes such as 
psychological vitality, in that those who hold an internal locus of causality are more 
likely to experience the resultant energy as their own, a product of their own work and 
abilities. Next, the need for competence describes one’s desire to achieve valued 
outcomes or have an effect on one’s surroundings (Deci & Ryan, 2000), which positively 
relates to well-being and health (Carver & Scheier, 1990).  
The final need, relatedness, involves one’s desire to connect to others and 
effectively function in social contexts (Gagné & Deci, 2005). SDT theorists included 
relatedness as a third need substantially later than when the original autonomy and 
competence needs were introduced (e.g., Deci, Nezlek, & Sheinman, 1981), and 
relatedness has taken a secondary role, whereby SDT describes autonomy and 
competence need satisfaction as two primary and sufficient drivers of human behavior in 
some respects.  Further, relatedness functions as a more distal influence on one’s 
motivation, meaning that this type of need satisfaction may not fluctuate at the event 
level or be an appropriate variable of study for the current investigation where short, 
surface-level customer service interactions occur (i.e., service encounter). This type of 
brief service encounter differs qualitatively from other instances of service relationships 
where long-term, regular interpersonal contact exists and service workers are afforded 
greater opportunity to connect or affiliate with customers (Bolton, 1998; Czepiel, 1990).  
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As the present study exists more like a brief customer encounter, in which relatedness 
need satisfaction is unlikely to vary significantly, the extent to which the participants can 
connect to customers was limited. Thus, relatedness need satisfaction was not collected 
based upon its secondary role in SDT research. 
Underlying self-determination theory is the notion that basic psychological needs 
are universal (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). Whereas former motivation theory focused on 
need strength, positing that individuals higher on a particular need are more likely to 
benefit from having it satisfied (Atkinson, 1964), SDT instead emphasizes person-level 
differences for need satisfaction: the extent to which individuals’ needs are met (Van den 
Broeck, Vansteenkiste, de Witte, & Lens, 2008). Ryan and Deci (2000) further explain 
how, despite the universality of psychological needs, people may differ in their means of 
expressing psychological needs or goals. For instance, pursuing the need for autonomy 
can appear differently based upon the culture in which the individual lives. Also, some 
people set goals that are more extrinsic in nature (e.g., fame, riches, prestige) compared 
to those with more intrinsic (e.g., personal growth, connection to the community); and 
evidence suggests that placing importance on intrinsic goals positively related to well-
being, while striving for extrinsic goals negatively related to well-being (Kasser & Ryan, 
1993, 1996). In other words, regardless of what the individual chooses to pursue, 
ultimately all people have psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and 
relatedness, which vary in their level of satisfaction over time. 
A common finding in past research is that need satisfaction positively relates to 
well-being and other favorable work outcomes (e.g., Gagné, 2003). Since SDT describes 
need satisfaction as positively related to autonomous forms of motivation (Gagné & Deci, 
 13 
2005), it is not surprising that autonomous motivation is linked to the same favorable 
work outcomes as is need satisfaction. For instance, autonomous motivation has been 
associated with positive work and well-being outcomes such as higher achievement (Deci 
& Ryan, 2000), satisfaction (Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005), engagement (Standage, 
Sebire, & Loney, 2008; Walker, Greene, & Mansell, 2006), and vitality (Vansteenkiste et 
al., 2007).  On the contrary, SDT and accompanying empirical research has documented 
negative effects of extrinsic motivation on similar outcomes like emotional exhaustion, 
job satisfaction (Vansteenkiste et al., 2007; Gebauer, Riketta, Broemer, & Maio, 2008), 
well-being (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999; Sheldon, Ryan, Deci, & Kasser, 2004) and 
performance (Deci & Ryan, 2000). It is worth noting that there is competing theory and 
evidence from Eisenberger and colleagues to support the idea that external rewards can 
actually satisfy psychological needs (e.g., competence) and improve employee work 
performance (Eisenberger, Rhoades, & Cameron, 1999). Nonetheless, most empirical 
evidence shows that autonomous motivation is more effective at enhancing performance 
and well-being than controlled motivation (i.e., meta-analysis by Deci, Koestner, & 
Ryan, 1999).  
Managerial Style: The Importance of Autonomy Support  
There are important environmental factors that can shape individual motivation 
and behavior. In the tradition of SDT, autonomy support is an exemplary way to shape 
employee performance and “the most important social-contextual factor for 
predicting…autonomous behavior” (Gagné & Deci, 2005, p. 338). To foster an 
environment of autonomy support, it has been suggested that managers may perform all 
of the following behaviors: a) provide subordinates with meaningful rationale for 
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completing the task, b) openly acknowledge that the task may not be of interest to all 
people, and c) speak to the aspects of the task in which employees have a sense of choice 
(Gagné & Deci, 2005). Similarly, in a recent theoretical article on coaching, Gabriel, 
Moran, and Gregory (2014) argued that coaching behaviors which support coachee need 
satisfaction positively relate to coachee well-being and performance. 
In providing information about the tasks and allowing employees to make their 
own decisions, managers convey that they have confidence in employees, dually 
satisfying the employees’ autonomy and competence needs. In turn, the employees are 
able to proceed through work tasks in more self-determined ways. Through honest 
communication, managers provide rationale for why they are asking the employee to 
perform the activity, especially if employees show disinterest in the task, during which 
managers will show understanding and consideration for the employees’ perspective 
(Gagné, 2003; Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2005). In providing a rationale for why the task 
is necessary and simply listening to the employee’s thoughts or ideas (regardless of their 
impact on the outcome), managers can restore the employee’s sense of autonomy despite 
having to work on a task that may not be intrinsically interesting.  
Deci and Ryan (1987) show compelling findings across various tasks and contexts 
in how autonomy support relates to greater autonomous motivation, well-being, and 
performance as compared to controlled forms of management, which pressure employees 
to complete tasks via directive statements (e.g., “you must do exactly as you’re told,” 
“you must follow the instructions exactly as written”) and show little to no tolerance for 
employee choice (Sheldon & Filak, 2008). The use of motivational techniques like 
autonomy support are most necessary in aspects of work life where tasks are not 
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inherently interesting but deemed important; therefore, the ultimate goal of the manager 
is to internalize employee behavior, involving the transition from external forms of 
regulation (e.g., incentives) to internal self-regulation (e.g., based on identity, pride; Deci, 
Eghrari, Patrick, & Leone, 1994; Pelletier et al., 2002). In contrast, controlling managers 
aim to manipulate employees into conforming to mandates (e.g., “You must follow the 
designated sequence for handling customer orders” as prescribed by the organization or 
manager). Controlled managers coerce employees to comply via incentives and 
punishment (Baard et al., 2004), which drive employees to act in pursuit of external 
motivators. Essentially, employees under autonomy supportive managers are more likely 
to value or enjoy work tasks compared to those under controlled managers (Gagné, 
2003).  
The expected effect of managerial motivation style on employee outcomes may 
change under tempestuous circumstances of customer service work. Although work in 
SDT shows that autonomy support is consistently beneficial for employee well-being and 
performance (e.g., educational settings; Black & Deci, 2000; Reeve & Tseng, 2011; 
athletic settings; Gagné, 2003), these effects were observed in relatively benign settings 
in which individuals performed solitary achievement tasks and there was little about the 
task itself that might threaten the person’s basic psychological needs. In contrast, 
customer service settings like the present study may threaten individuals’ basic needs 
when customers mistreat employees through hostile or aggressive language (Bedi & 
Schat, 2007; Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Yagil, 2008). Rather than its usual role of 
increasing need satisfaction and well-being, autonomy support may serve to buffer the 
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harmful effects of customer aggression on need satisfaction and employee well-being 
(Ben-Zur & Yagil, 2005; Grandey, Dickter, & Sin, 2004; Yagil, 2006, 2008).  
Customer service research has shown that empowering employees (through 
management like that of autonomy support) is an effective technique for improving job 
attitudes and customer service performance (Chebat & Kollias, 2000). More specifically, 
the authors found that empowering employees directly or indirectly led to less role 
conflict, role ambiguity, better attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction, adaptability, self-efficacy), 
and better performance. However, a common practice in service occupations is to provide 
a detailed script to service providers (Hartline & Ferrell, 1996), which may be construed 
as being controlling in that it prescribes specific questions and responses. Indeed, more 
controlled forms of management (i.e., scripts, pre-determined solutions to anticipated 
customer issues) appear to be effective in reducing employee anxiety and role ambiguity 
(Chebat & Kollias, 2000), but the strength of these relationships has been equivocal, 
varying in their degree of statistical significance (Sprigg & Jackson, 2006). In contrast, 
providing autonomy support to service employees has been consistently beneficial in 
reducing role conflict and improving task variety, prosocial behaviors, and well-being 
(Chebat & Kollias, 2000; Sprigg & Jackson, 2006). Companies may strike a balance 
between providing structure and solutions for technical knowledge while allowing 
employee discretion and autonomy for handling the interpersonal aspects of customer 
relationships (i.e., flexible scripts). In this last instance, scripts can alleviate anxiety by 
providing strategies for handling technical problems without thwarting one’s basic need 
for self-expression, which can have a strong and damaging effect on employee well-being 
(Chebat & Kollias, 2000).  
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Research suggests that autonomy support is an effective leadership technique to 
motivate and engage subordinates. More specifically, Reeve and colleagues (2004) 
trained teachers to be autonomy supportive, resulting in their students reporting greater 
engagement compared to those students being taught by a control group of teachers free 
to use their own style of instruction. Indeed, multiple studies like this have been 
conducted in educational and coaching contexts and have demonstrated increases in 
student/athlete interest and performance based upon implementing autonomy supportive 
teaching/coaching styles (Conroy & Douglas Coatsworth, 2007; Reeve, 2006, 2009; 
Reeve, Bolt, & Cai, 1999; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Vansteenkiste and colleagues 
(2004) manipulated state motivation (i.e., intrinsic versus extrinsic) as well as the social 
context (i.e., autonomy supportive versus controlled) to find an interactive effect in which 
participants with the highest task performance reported intrinsic motivation while under 
autonomy supportive conditions. Since performance was not as high for those 
participants experiencing extrinsic motivation under the controlled condition, this study 
suggests a “synergistic effect” (rather than purely a congruence effect), such that one’s 
motivational state interacted with the environmental climate, emphasizing the 
incremental and interactive effect of the environment (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). 
In another experiment investigating the differential effects of autonomy support 
versus controlled styles, researchers found that conditions of autonomy support mitigated 
the depleting effects of a self-regulation task, demonstrating how being more 
autonomously motivated to complete a task can reduce resource depletion and improve 
well-being (Muraven, Gagné, & Rosman, 2008). Further, autonomy support improved 
participant performance on the self-regulation task through increased feelings of 
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psychological vitality. Gagné (2003) found additional evidence linking autonomy support 
to well-being: parental and coach autonomy support positively predicted greater well-
being for athletes with regard to increases in their psychological vitality and positive 
affect at the daily level. As such, autonomy supportive approaches to managing can help 
to reduce some of the effects of emotionally exhausting customer service encounters 
(e.g., when employees must regulate emotion to handle difficult customers) by 
encouraging employees to voice their ideas and make some of their own decisions 
(Gagné & Deci, 2005). In contrast, controlled or directive statements deprive workers of 
an opportunity for exercising choice or autonomy, which should perpetuate the damage 
done when their psychological needs have been thwarted with difficult customers.  
Further, in work done by Reeve and others (2004), autonomy supportive teaching 
positively related to students reporting more positive emotions/affect compared to a 
control group of instructors. Receiving autonomy support from a friend was shown to be 
positively related to self-reports of positive affect and negatively related to reports of 
negative affect (Deci, La Guardia, Moller, Scheiner, & Ryan, 2006). In a survey study 
done with nursing home residents and nursing staff, Kasser and Ryan (1999) found that 
perceptions of autonomy supportive staff positively related to resident psychological 
vitality and life satisfaction. A similar result was found with autonomy supportive 
coaches and the athletes they coached, such that autonomy supportive coaching predicted 
greater need satisfaction for athletes, which, in turn, predicted greater vitality and less 
emotional or physical exhaustion (Adie, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2008). Thus, I predicted 
that managerial style will have a main effect on employee well-being outcomes.  
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Hypothesis 1: Manager motivational style will have a main effect on end-
of-call psychological well-being such that autonomy support will be 
significantly different from controlled on a) positive affect, b) negative 
affect, c) psychological vitality, and d) emotional exhaustion. 
Autonomy supportive management styles are linked not only to greater employee 
well-being, but also higher employee performance (i.e., task motivation, achieving work 
goals; Baard et al., 2004; Black & Deci, 2000; Gillet, Vallerand, Amoura, & Baldes, 
2010). Through a study conducted with chemistry students, Black and Deci (2000) found 
that autonomy supportive instructors related to greater student autonomous motivation, 
which led students to set better performance goals and persist in the course (i.e., not drop 
out). Vansteenkiste and others (2004) further support the beneficial effect of autonomy 
support on performance (i.e., test performance, persistence on tasks, and deeper cognitive 
processing). They demonstrated that under autonomy supportive contexts individuals are 
motivated for more autonomous reasons and, thus, place a greater importance on tasks 
and goals; this can explain the increase in persistence and performance since achieving 
work goals will result in achieving that which is of value to the individual as well (Kasser 
& Ryan, 1996; Sheldon & Elliot, 1998).  
 More specific to the current investigation, research would suggest that customer 
service representatives with autonomy supportive managers would be better able to 
regulate emotion and adhere to display rules (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007; Grandey, 
2000; Roth, Assor, Niemiec, Ryan, & Deci, 2009). In a related study of parenting styles, 
Roth and colleagues (2009) describe autonomy support as allowing children to explore 
different emotions and volitionally regulate behavior (rather than stifle or suppress), 
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referred to as ‘emotional integration.’ Conversely, more controlled forms of parenting (or 
management) would require individuals to comply with rules or commands, causing them 
to suppress and stifle emotions, which is a less effective strategy than volitional self-
expression like emotional integration (Roth et al., 2009).  
In general, research has demonstrated how organizational or managerial support 
positively relates to customer satisfaction/service performance (Bell & Menguc, 2002; 
Dormann & Kaiser, 2002; Salanova, Agut, & Peiró, 2005). This is largely because 
customer service representatives must deal with certain obstacles or job “demands” 
inherent to their work, so having this support serves as a “resource” to counteract or 
reduce the cost of their job demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job autonomy has 
been a prevalent and robust predictor for customer satisfaction/service performance as 
well (Grandey, 2000; Grandey et al., 2004; Salanova et al., 2005; Totterdell & Holman, 
2003), serving as an important job resource from which customer service workers can 
benefit.  
Having autonomy may alleviate stress, but the nature of service work suggests 
that experiencing stress is inevitable for this line of work. The chronic exposure to 
customer mistreatment, time pressures, and high work volume/workload all contribute to 
this particular industry’s high level of burnout (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & 
Schaufeli, 2001; Singh, Goolsby, & Rhoads, 1994). Also, autonomy supportive managers 
can aid in satisfying needs and essentially compensate for the inherently low level of job 
autonomy that accompanies customer service work. Conversely, controlling managers 
who force rules and commands onto the employee simply appear as an additional job 
demand to the employee and would have substantial effects on the individual’s ability to 
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perform work. These findings led me to expect that managerial behavior would predict 
momentary levels of employee performance (i.e., the level of service quality shown to the 
customer), such that employees under controlling managers should be less effective 
service workers than those under autonomy supportive management conditions earning 
increasingly higher performance ratings.  
Hypothesis 2: Manager motivational style will have a main effect on 
average performance ratings for employees, such that autonomy support 
will be significantly higher than controlled. 
Mediating the Manager-Employee Relationship 
Beyond the direct effects managerial behavior can have on employee outcomes, 
there is reason to believe psychological need satisfaction may partially mediate the 
relationship. Indeed, findings from SDT provide compelling evidence to suggest need 
satisfaction as an explanatory factor since employee need satisfaction is likely to change 
in significant ways, which will influence employee behavior and well-being outcomes 
(Baard et al., 2004; Deci et al., 2001; Edmunds, Ntoumanis, & Duda, 2007; Reinboth, 
Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2004). Still, previous work would indicate that other mechanisms 
could be influencing the relationship between customer aggression and employee 
responses; for instance, affect is a commonly examined mediator that could potentially 
explain the relationship (Bougie, Pieters, & Zeelenberg, 2003; Rupp & Spencer, 2006). 
Perspective taking (Parker & Axtell, 2001) is another variable that will be measured in 
this study, as it may be influential; however, other plausible mechanisms like emotional 
exhaustion (Van Jaarsveld, Walker, & Skarlicki, 2010) or stress appraisal (i.e., one’s 
interpretation of a situation as being stressful or threatening; Grandey et al., 2004) may 
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partially mediate the customer-employee relationship. Thus, it is reasonable to expect 
partial mediation, but not full mediation, from need satisfaction when these other 
variables could serve as explanatory mechanisms.  
In a study done by Baard, Deci, and Ryan (2004), employee perceptions of 
autonomy support from the work climate were found to relate to their level of need 
satisfaction. In turn, the employees’ need satisfaction positively predicted psychological 
adjustment and performance evaluations. The same basic result has been found by Deci 
and colleagues (2001) in a cross-cultural study in which autonomy supportive work 
climate predicted work outcomes (psychological adjustment and task motivation) with 
need satisfaction as the mediator. Thus, based upon support from these studies and others 
demonstrating how psychological needs mediate similar relationships (Grant & Berry, 
2011; Parker & Axtell, 2001), I predicted need satisfaction to be an explanatory 
mechanism in driving the relationship between managerial behaviors and employee 
outcomes.  
Hypothesis 3: Mean need satisfaction will partially mediate the effects of 
managerial style (autonomy support, controlled) on a) well-being and b) 
performance ratings. 
The Customer Service Context 
Psychological need satisfaction will look different for employees working in 
customer service settings compared to those in many other work environments. During 
customer service interactions, specifically, there is less opportunity for employees to 
exercise control compared to more autonomous jobs (Totterdell & Holman, 2003). This is 
due to the need for service workers to adhere to display rules and follow organizationally 
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prescribed solutions or guidelines for customer issues (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993; 
Grandey, 2003). In addition to experiencing relatively little job autonomy in their line of 
work, service workers also face a great deal of unpleasant or aggressive customers. 
Hershcovis and Barling’s (2009) meta-analysis of workplace aggression found that the 
employee-customer interaction can be harmful to employee well-being (e.g., emotional 
exhaustion, depression, physical health). Indeed, customer aggression is unique in that 
verbal abuse from customers occurs more frequently than abuse from those inside the 
organization and offers a distinct source of stress as employees must acquiesce to the 
customer demands when holding a “customer is king” type of mentality (Grandey, Kern, 
& Frone, 2007). Thus, customer aggression may thwart employee psychological need 
satisfaction of autonomy and competence, similarly to the impact customer aggression 
has on employee psychological distress and well-being (Hershcovis & Barling, 2009).  
Past research has shown that greater emotion regulation is required when 
customers are difficult, rude, or aggressive (Grandey et al., 2004; Grandey et al., 2007; 
Rupp & Spencer, 2006). Furthermore, work done in the area of emotional labor has found 
that the negative relationship between emotion regulation and job satisfaction was 
amplified for those granted less personal control or autonomy over their jobs on average. 
In other words, satisfaction of one’s need for autonomy substantially influences the 
effects of emotional regulation, such that having to regulate emotions can be less 
damaging if employees report having some level of control over the situation (Grandey, 
Fisk, & Steiner, 2005). This finding suggests that feeling a sense of autonomy is critical 
for employees who must exert relatively greater effort (i.e., emotional regulation) when 
dealing with aggressive customers compared to typical service encounters.  
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Additionally, recent work done by Yagil and Medler-Liraz shows how 
authenticity, exemplified when service workers reveal their true selves and experiences to 
the customers, can affect the service interaction. Customer service work tends to limit 
employee authenticity, in which organizational display rules prohibit employees from 
responding freely or organically (Yagil & Medler-Liraz, 2014). Nevertheless, SDT 
theorists suggest all individuals strive to behave in accordance with their true selves (i.e., 
self-concordance; Deci & Ryan, 1985) and show genuine self-expression. In turn, 
customers prefer service workers to appear genuine, and this preference is evidenced 
through the positive relationship between perceived authenticity and customer 
satisfaction ratings. Further, surface acting was negatively related to customer 
satisfaction, supporting the idea that customers favor authentic behavior (Yagil & 
Medler-Liraz, 2013b). Interestingly enough, Yagil and Medler-Liraz’s (2013a) model of 
authenticity, manifested as an honest and distinct closeness exhibited toward the 
customer, originates from the employees feeling autonomous in identifying with their 
work tasks and acknowledging their non-work identities (e.g., parent, runner). Thus, 
customers appreciate the ‘realness’ of an authentic service worker, but employees exert 
more personal resources to appear authentic and are more willing and able to do so when 
provided with the proper resources (i.e., autonomy; Yagil & Medler-Liraz, 2013b).  
Along with the individual employee strategies utilized for regulating emotion, 
organizational influences like display rules can dictate motivational outcomes. 
Diefendorff and Gosserand (2003) propose that organizational demands may impact 
employee motivation and need satisfaction; specifically, display rules with specific and 
stringent rules regarding appropriate employee behavior directed toward the customer are 
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likely to predict declines in autonomous motivation and lead to greater burnout. In an 
experimental study similar to the present investigation, Goldberg and Grandey (2007) 
found that participants reported greater exhaustion and committed more errors during a 
simulated service call under conditions of display rules (i.e., be enthusiastic, hide 
frustration) compared to display autonomy (i.e., be yourself). In essence, display rules 
that require strict emotional regulation deplete more resources, whereas, display 
autonomy allowing participants to act naturally or in more self-determined ways, leads to 
greater well-being.   
Lewig and Dollard (2003) demonstrate how call center work is linked to greater 
emotional exhaustion and negative emotions due to the tendency for workers to 
experience emotional dissonance and demands. Also, Cossette and Hess (2012) found 
that employees report greater positive (and less negative) affect and vitality when they 
can express naturally felt emotions. Both studies support the idea that customer service 
employees will experience worse well-being during aggressive customer encounters, as 
these encounters will require greater emotional regulation and less opportunity to express 
naturally felt emotions. In other words, this research indicates employee need satisfaction 
will be greater when customers are less aggressive, compared to when customers are 
more aggressive.  
Hypothesis 4: Customer treatment will have a main effect on end-of-call 
well-being. Compared to the non-aggressive condition, participants in the 
aggressive condition will report worse well-being on a) positive affect, b) 
negative affect, c) psychological vitality, and d) emotional exhaustion. 
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Assuming customer service employees will be forced to engage in greater 
emotional labor and exert more resources with aggressive customers compared to non-
aggressive ones (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007; Grandey et al., 2004), it is likely to expect 
subsequent differences in performance for these aggressive conditions as well. In their 
meta-analysis of the consequences of emotional labor, Hülsheger & Schewe (2011) found 
that faking an emotion (i.e., surface acting; Grandey, 2003) negatively related to 
employee performance. Therefore, it is likely for customer service employees to exhibit 
declines in performance ratings at times when customers are aggressive and difficult 
because it is when customers are aggressive that employees are not able to act naturally 
and instead fake appropriate emotional expressions. Given these findings, I expected 
customer treatment to predict employees’ performance ratings, as provided by the third-
party observer. Participants in the aggressive customer condition would receive worse 
performance ratings on average as compared to those in the non-aggressive condition.   
Hypothesis 5: Customer treatment will have a main effect on average 
performance ratings for employees. Compared to the non-aggressive 
condition, participants in the aggressive condition will receive worse 
performance ratings. 
Mediating the Customer-Employee Relationship 
Just as the manager-employee relationship is likely to have a mediating link of 
psychological need satisfaction, so too would the relationship between customer 
treatment and employee outcomes. In their review of workplace aggression, Aquino and 
Thau (2009) discussed how victims of aggression suffer psychologically by not having 
their basic needs met or satisfied. In the present study, customer service employees 
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dealing with aggressive customers would be the victims and their psychological need 
satisfaction will help to explain the relationship between customer treatment and their 
subsequent well-being and performance ratings. Thus, I predicted need satisfaction to be 
a partial mediator in the customer-employee relationship.  
Hypothesis 6: Mean need satisfaction will partially mediate the effects of 
customer treatment (aggressive, non-aggressive) on a) well-being and b) 
performance ratings. 
The Interactive Effects of Managerial Style and Customer Behavior 
  Although it is highly likely for managers and customers to independently affect 
employee outcomes, their combined presence would likely form a unique interaction as 
well, which would yield interesting and unexamined findings. Evidence suggests that 
autonomy supportive managers would have enduring effects on their employees; within a 
four-week diary study, Gagné, Ryan, and Bargmann (2003) found that autonomy 
supportive parents predicted daily, not just initial, levels of their child’s athletic 
motivation. Therefore, parental support influences the child’s average levels of 
motivation throughout the course of the entire day in the same way that managers are 
likely to influence employee outcomes during work periods. As an extension of this, the 
present study expected that autonomy support from the manager would affect not only 
the average levels of psychological need satisfaction, but also interact with customer 
treatment to affect the trajectory of employee outcomes over the course of the customer 
service encounter.   
In the same top-down fashion as organizational display rules, manager behavior 
can shape employee need satisfaction, especially during trying situations (i.e., aggressive 
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customer calls). Managerial influence can prevent employees from negatively reacting to 
accumulated stress over time during which employees may begin to withdraw (e.g., 
absenteeism) or abandon attempts to regulate emotion (Grandey, Dickter, & Sin, 2004). 
Using surveys from service providers in various industries, Ben-Zur and Yagil (2005) 
demonstrated the effects of empowerment—which functions similarly to autonomy 
support—for service employees when they experience customer aggression. Their path 
analysis showed how empowerment directly predicted less customer aggression and 
(directly and indirectly) predicted employee reactions and outcomes (e.g., exhaustion, 
depersonalization, coping).  In other words, service providers were less adversely 
affected by customer aggression when granted some control over their decisions and 
behaviors.  
This would support a moderating effect of autonomy support (i.e., allowing some 
level of autonomy to employees) on the relationship between customer aggression and 
employee outcomes. Johnson and Spector (2007) found an interactive effect similar to 
this when autonomy moderated the relationship between emotional regulation strategies 
(which would occur more often with difficult as compared to easy customers) and job 
satisfaction, emotional exhaustion, and affective well-being. Autonomy can minimize 
detrimental effects of chronic emotional labor, which is especially helpful for positions 
that require on-going contact with displeased customers.   
Hypothesis 7: Managerial motivation style will interact with customer 
treatment to predict average well-being, such that there will be significant 
differences between managerial conditions for those in the aggressive 
customer condition but not for those in the non-aggressive condition. 
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Participants in the autonomy support condition will report greater well-
being on a) positive affect, b) negative affect, c) psychological vitality, 
and d) emotional exhaustion compared to those in the controlled 
condition.   
 
Figure 1. Proposed interactive effects of managerial motivation style and customer  
 
treatment on employee well-being (H7). 
 
Within-Episode Dynamics 
Beyond predicting aggregated levels of employee well-being and performance, 
the current study examined patterns of change in these outcome variables over the course 
of the customer service episode. Prior studies have shown that need satisfaction and 
motivational states are dynamic, with changes occurring over the course of a day or week 
(Benedetti, Diefendorff, Gabriel, & Chandler, 2015; Bishay, 1996; Sheldon & Niemiec, 
2006). However, given the dynamic nature of interpersonal interactions, this study seeks 
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to measure the full experience and range of need satisfaction during a customer service 
encounter.  
Although the motivation research has yet to incorporate continuous rating 
methodology, research done on emotions demonstrates advantages of this approach. 
Larsen and Frederickson (1999) argue that when examining dynamic phenomena, like a 
customer service interaction, self-report measures typically fail in three major respects: 1) 
they are global evaluations and subject to distortion and measurement error, 2) static 
ratings interrupt the natural progression or “flow” of an experience, and 3) global 
assessments ask “what was your response?”, but cannot ask “for how long?” in order to 
capture duration of responses. In addition, they also do not capture the dynamics 
(including ups-and-downs) or the possibility of trends in particular directions. The 
authors describe a continuous rating methodology in which participants listen to or view 
a recording of a situation and continuously respond to a simple, single-item scale using a 
dial or slider; the response should reflect their current states or those that corresponded to 
what they experienced at the time of the event (Larsen & Frederickson, 1999).  
The current study simulated a call center in which participants were exposed to an 
aggressive customer interaction intended to frustrate and challenge the participants’ 
motivation and performance in the task. Participants provided continuous self-reports 
while listening to a recording of the customer phone call after it occurred. Specifically, 
they reported the need satisfaction as well as affect (to control for affect effects) during 
the call as the call was replayed. Need satisfaction and affect were evaluated using short, 
simple items (i.e., “how did you feel at the moment?”), and the participants listened to the 
call a total of three times in order to evaluate two psychological needs and felt emotions. 
 31 
In addition, two trained raters listened to the calls and provide continuous ratings of 
participant customer service quality (i.e., performance).  
Mauss et al. (2005) commented that continuous cued-recall ratings (i.e., ratings 
provided while listening to a recording of the event) were equivalent to continuous online 
ratings (i.e., provided as the event occurs) and that multiple cued-recall ratings could be 
measured serially to evaluate multiple variables on the same event. To the extent that 
theory predicts that there is likely to be meaningful momentary variations in 
psychological processes, continuous ratings would be better equipped to precisely and 
accurately represent the phenomena in question. Continuous ratings uniquely capture 
moment-to-moment changes in experience while participants instantaneously experience 
the event or in replaying the event shortly thereafter. As evidenced in prior work, 
participants can provide accurate self-reports for multiple continuous ratings of an event 
even when it is replayed for a participant multiple times (Mauss, Levenson, McCarter, 
Wilhelm, & Gross, 2005). Following this precedent, participants in the present study 
provided continuous ratings of psychological needs (autonomy, competence) and an 
observer provided continuous ratings of customer service performance with regard to a 
single performance episode.  
Both customer treatment conditions included ‘micro-events’ in the customer 
scripts, which are moments at which the customer exhibits a positive or negative affective 
tone. Aggressive micro-events are characterized by personal attacks, ridicule, 
unwarranted blaming of the participant, and questioning of the participant’s knowledge, 
skills, or abilities (Lian, Ferris, & Brown, 2012; Solomon & Serres, 1999). Although no 
hypotheses explicitly tested micro-events, these are examined as an exploratory analysis 
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in order to see if participants responded with cumulative (i.e., upward/downward) or 
oscillating (i.e., fluctuating) patterns that corresponded to the micro-events in the 
confederate scripts (e.g., Lizdek, 2012). In analyzing employee responses to impactful 
micro-events and measuring the employee’s need satisfaction trajectories during the call, 
these specific micro-events could correspond with changes in the trajectory, which would 
provide a more precise account of the service encounter as compared to end-of-call 
reports.  
Deci and Vansteenkiste (2004) posit that certain social environments can facilitate 
optimal psychological functioning by satisfying psychological needs. However, many 
social contexts are quite dynamic with an element of unpredictability. As such, I expected 
need satisfaction and psychological functioning to vary in response to the dynamic 
changes in social environments. Further, it was likely that need satisfaction would vary in 
response to customer treatment (i.e., positive statements, negative or aggressive 
statements) and that interactions might produce trajectories of psychological need 
satisfaction that go in the corresponding direction.  
There is past precedent for expecting trajectories in psychological functioning, 
though much of this work has modeled trends over the course of several hours or days 
(D’Mello & Graesser, 2012; Kirkland & Cunningham, 2012; Kuppens, Van Mechelen, 
Nezlek, Dossche, & Timmermans, 2007). For example, D’Mello and colleagues (2012) 
videotaped participants’ faces during a tutorial on how to use computers, and after 
participants provided self-reports of their affective states at every 20-second interval 
while watching the video recording and the computer screen simultaneously (and pausing 
the recording to provide responses). The researchers found trends in their responses in 
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which participants transitioned between affective states of boredom into confusion or 
flow into frustration, suggesting affective states can change in predicted ways or patterns 
over the course of a work event.  
In much the same way, need satisfaction is likely to change in predictable ways 
during a work event. Several aspects of need satisfaction trajectories may vary during an 
interpersonal interaction, including the slope of the trajectory (i.e., positive/negative, 
steep/flat) and the degree of curvature of the trajectory (i.e., linear, exponential). Based 
upon the human tendency for need satisfaction to rise when needs are met and fall when 
they are thwarted (Deci & Ryan, 1985), it is likely that individual need satisfaction 
changes in response to influential events such as an interaction with a customer. 
Therefore, I would anticipate people to report increases or decreases in need satisfaction 
while interacting with customers, exhibiting changes in level of need satisfaction 
throughout the conversation.  
Additionally, as seen in the daily diary study done by Reis et al. (2000), need 
satisfaction has the potential to change significantly at the within-person level. 
Interpersonal communication can have a significant effect on these patterns of change, 
and, as such, it is likely for employee need satisfaction to increase (decrease) in response 
to pleasant (aggressive or rude) customer behaviors throughout the service call. In other 
words, the employee need satisfaction will have a strong negative slope during aggressive 
customer calls, but this slope will weaken and become non-significant when encountering 
non-aggressive customers. Therefore, I predicted momentary-level employee need 
satisfaction will decrease during aggressive customer encounters when customers deprive 
employees of their psychological needs, and this decline would continue throughout an 
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aggressive call. Conversely, non-aggressive customer encounters were less likely to 
deprive employees of momentary need satisfaction, and employees were likely to 
experience non-significant effects in their need satisfaction. As such, trajectories for 
employee need satisfaction should be steeper and negative for those facing aggressive 
customers and controlling managers; meanwhile, the trajectory would be a less steep 
negative trajectory for aggressive customer encounters with autonomy supportive 
managers.  
Hypothesis 8: Participants will experience a negative trajectory for need 
satisfaction during the customer encounter with significant differences in 
slopes across customer treatment conditions. Participants in the aggressive 
customer treatment condition will report worse overall trajectories in the 
form of a) stronger overall declines of need satisfaction throughout the call 
and b) lower end-of-call levels of need satisfaction compared to those in 
the non-aggressive condition, who will demonstrate a weaker, non-
significant trajectory.  
 
Figure 2. Proposed effects of customer treatment on overall trajectory of employee need  
 
satisfaction (H8).  
Time during an Aggressive Service 
Episode 
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Decreases in employee need satisfaction and well-being are certainly not the only 
ways customer aggression can affect the organization. The bottom line is also at stake 
since customer service workers have much greater challenges to overcome when dealing 
with aggressive customers, as compared to non-aggressive ones, and these interactions 
take a toll on employees’ ability to provide adequate customer service. Rupp and Spencer 
(2006) describe the angry, unsettling feelings that employees experience when dealing 
with rude or hostile customers. When customers violate the employees’ expectations for 
how they deserve to be treated (i.e., interactional justice), negative emotions felt by the 
employees may distract or prevent them from working as effectively as necessary. In 
other words, once negative emotions (e.g., anger, disgust, frustration) are activated, 
employee resources and attention are expended to regulate this emotion and subvert it 
into acceptable expressions (Rupp & Spencer, 2006). As one would expect, it is 
substantially harder to achieve high-quality customer service performance under these 
circumstances as compared to when the extra effort is not required by customer 
mistreatment.  
Karatepe, Yorganci, and Haktanir (2009) conducted a study on frontline hotel 
employee reactions to customer aggression. Employees demonstrated positive 
relationships of customer aggression with emotional dissonance and emotional 
exhaustion; in turn, dissonance and exhaustion negatively related to ratings of customer 
service. Therefore, this study provided an indirect link between aggression and impaired 
employee performance.  
In an experiment with two customer behavior conditions (rude, friendly), Wegge 
and others (2007) found that, compared to the friendly condition, participants in the rude 
 36 
condition performed worse by talking less, laughing less often, and showing less verbal 
or non-verbal agreement. Therefore, I predicted maintaining high levels of customer 
service quality would be more difficult for the employee facing aggressive customers, 
particularly at times when those customers exhibit especially rude or negative behavior, 
resulting in lower momentary-level performance ratings. Furthermore, I predicted 
employee performance ratings would become progressively worse as the accumulation of 
customer aggression and mistreatment occurred. There would be a downward trend in 
performance ratings for participants in the aggressive condition, and this trend would be 
steeper than for those in the non-aggressive condition. Conversely, a non-significant 
trend or trajectory would form for those in the non-aggressive condition because they 
would experience customers expressing neutral or slightly positive affect.    
 Hypothesis 9: Participants will experience a negative trajectory for 
performance during the customer encounter with significant differences in 
slopes across customer treatment conditions. Participants in the aggressive 
customer treatment condition will experience worse overall trajectories in 
the form of a) stronger overall declines in performance ratings throughout 
the call and b) lower end-of-call ratings for performance compared to 
those in the non-aggressive condition, who will demonstrate a weaker, 
non-significant trajectory. 
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Figure 3. Proposed effects of customer treatment on overall trajectory of employee  
 
performance (H9).  
 
 
As mentioned above, the interaction of managerial and customer behavior would 
produce an interaction. To be more specific, employees would experience an overall 
decline in employee need satisfaction since the relatively stronger, more salient effects 
would come from aggressive customer behavior (that will produce a negative slope). 
However, this decline should be weaker for the autonomy support condition compared to 
those under controlling conditions. Unlike the autonomy support, employees under the 
controlling managerial condition would not experience the increase in need satisfaction in 
order to mitigate the harmful effects of customer aggression.  
As such, the slope differences in need satisfaction would also result in end-of-call 
responses being lower for those in the controlled compared to those in the autonomy 
supportive condition. For participants in the non-aggressive condition, need satisfaction 
would be less likely to exhibit the same negative trend (as in the aggressive customer 
treatment condition); however, the neutral affective tone of the non-aggressive caller 
would likely produce non-significant slopes in each of the managerial motivation 
Time during an Aggressive Service 
Episode 
Time within a Non-aggressive Service 
Episode 
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conditions. Customer behavior should drive this negative trend or trajectory since the 
customer influence would likely be more proximal compared to that of the manager, 
which would provide context and have an impact, but more distally affect employee 
outcomes. 
Hypothesis 10: Managerial motivation style will interact with customer 
treatment to predict the need satisfaction trajectory during the customer 
encounter, such that there will be significant differences in slopes between 
managerial conditions for participants in the aggressive customer 
condition but not the non-aggressive condition. Under aggressive 
customer treatment conditions, participants in the autonomy supportive 
condition will report better overall trajectories in the form of a) weaker 
overall declines of need satisfaction throughout the call and b) higher end-
of-call levels of need satisfaction compared to those in the controlled 
condition. 
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Figure 4. Proposed interactive effects of managerial motivation style and customer  
 
treatment on employee need satisfaction trajectory (H10). Note: AS = Autonomy  
 
supportive and C = Controlled condition. 
 
 
The interactive effects of customer and managerial influences would likely impact 
service performance ratings as well. Goldberg and Grandey (2007) examined the 
differences between stringent display rules (i.e., to be positive, smiling) versus display 
autonomy (i.e., be yourself), finding that display rules require more emotional regulation 
and resources when dealing with customers compared to display autonomy. As a result, 
participants in the two conditions differed in the number of errors they made during the 
service call: those in the more controlled condition (display rules) reported greater 
emotional exhaustion. The authors explain that “display rules drain cognitive resources—
more specifically, the resources needed to attend to information accurately” (Goldberg & 
Grandey, 2007), accounting for participants’ declines in customer service performance.  
In further support of this depletion effect, work done on regulatory resources 
(Muraven, Baumeister, & Tice, 1998) has shown that those who exert effort when 
 Time within a Non-aggressive 
Service Episode 
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conforming to organizationally or socially acceptable displays deplete resources—thus, 
impairing subsequent task performance. For instance, after regulating one’s expressions 
of anger or frustration during a customer outburst, the customer service representative 
may be temporarily ‘maxed out’ and handle the next customer issue poorly. Multiple 
studies have shown that depleting resources on a task like a challenging customer 
interaction can lead to short-term decrements in interpersonal activities (Vohs, 
Baumeister, & Ciarocco, 2005), attentional control, and various forms of cognitive 
processing (e.g., logical reasoning, reading comprehension; Schmeichel, Vohs, & 
Baumeister, 2003), which would be necessary to perform one’s job duties.  
When managers demand strict adherence to organizational (display) rules or 
policies, additional self-regulation and resources are required. Thus, controlling managers 
would likely produce significantly worse performance in their employees, as employees 
feel they are controlled by the managers as well as the situation. Instead, autonomy 
supportive managers are necessary to provide employees with choice and flexibility in a 
role that typically does not allow for autonomy; as a result, autonomy supportive 
managers are more likely to offer social support and satisfy one’s need for autonomy in a 
way that employees strive for greater job performance (Grandey, Dickter, & Sin, 2004).  
Therefore, I predicted that the manager’s motivational approach would moderate 
the relationship between customer aggression (for the aggressive condition only) and 
momentary-level employee performance ratings, such that autonomy supportive 
managers would mitigate the decline in performance better than would controlling 
managers. Over the course of the customer service encounter, those in the autonomy 
supportive condition would have weaker negative trajectories for their performance 
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ratings, provided by the third-party raters, compared to the other conditions. Additionally, 
those in the autonomy supportive condition would have less overall declines in their 
performance throughout the call and receive a higher final performance rating at the end 
of the call compared to those in the controlled managerial conditions. As mentioned in 
prior hypotheses, the lack of strong customer effects in the non-aggressive customer 
treatment condition would likely lead to non-significant trends for employee 
performance.   
Hypothesis 11: Managerial motivation style will interact with customer 
treatment to predict a negative trajectory for performance during the 
customer encounter with significant differences in slopes between 
managerial conditions for the aggressive customer condition but not in the 
non-aggressive condition. Under aggressive customer treatment 
conditions, participants in the autonomy supportive condition will receive 
better performance trajectories in the form of a) weaker overall declines in 
performance ratings in the call and b) higher final performance ratings 
compared to those in the controlled condition. 
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Figure 5. Proposed interactive effects of managerial motivation style and customer  
 
treatment on overall trajectory of employee performance (H11). 
 
Note: AS = Autonomy supportive and C = Controlled conditions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Comprehensive model of all proposed effects. 
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Table 1. Summary of Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1 Manager motivational style will have a main effect on end-of-call psychological 
well-being such that autonomy support will be significantly different from 
controlled on a) positive affect, b) negative affect, c) psychological vitality, and 
d) emotional exhaustion. 
Hypothesis 2 Manager motivational style will have a main effect on average performance 
ratings for employees, such that autonomy support will be significantly higher 
than controlled. 
Hypothesis 3 Mean need satisfaction will partially mediate the effects of managerial style 
(autonomy support, controlled) on a) well-being and b) performance ratings. 
Hypothesis 4 Customer treatment will have a main effect on end-of-call well-being. 
Compared to the non-aggressive condition, participants in the aggressive 
condition will report worse well-being on a) positive affect, b) negative affect, 
c) psychological vitality, and d) emotional exhaustion. 
Hypothesis 5 Customer treatment will have a main effect on average performance ratings for 
employees. Compared to the non-aggressive condition, participants in the 
aggressive condition will receive worse performance ratings. 
Hypothesis 6 Mean need satisfaction will partially mediate the effects of customer treatment 
(aggressive, non-aggressive) on a) well-being and b) performance ratings. 
Hypothesis 7 Managerial motivation style will interact with customer treatment to predict 
average well-being, such that there will be significant differences between 
managerial conditions for those in the aggressive customer condition but not for 
those in the non-aggressive condition. Participants in the autonomy support 
condition will report greater well-being on a) positive affect, b) negative affect, 
c) psychological vitality, and d) emotional exhaustion compared to those in the 
controlled condition.   
Hypothesis 8 Participants will experience a negative trajectory for need satisfaction during the 
customer encounter with significant differences in slopes across customer 
treatment conditions. Participants in the aggressive customer treatment 
condition will report worse overall trajectories in the form of a) stronger overall 
declines of need satisfaction throughout the call and b) lower end-of-call levels 
of need satisfaction compared to those in the non-aggressive condition, who will 
demonstrate a weaker, non-significant trajectory.  
Hypothesis 9 Participants will experience a negative trajectory for performance during the 
customer encounter with significant differences in slopes across customer 
treatment conditions. Participants in the aggressive customer treatment 
condition will experience worse overall trajectories in the form of a) stronger 
overall declines in performance ratings throughout the call and b) lower end-of-
call ratings for performance compared to those in the non-aggressive condition, 
who will demonstrate a weaker, non-significant trajectory. 
Hypothesis 10 Managerial motivation style will interact with customer treatment to predict the 
need satisfaction trajectory during the customer encounter, such that there will 
be significant differences in slopes between managerial conditions for 
participants in the aggressive customer condition but not the non-aggressive 
condition. Under aggressive customer treatment conditions, participants in the 
autonomy supportive condition will report better overall trajectories in the form 
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of a) weaker overall declines of need satisfaction throughout the call and b) 
higher end-of-call levels of need satisfaction compared to those in the controlled 
condition. 
Hypothesis 11 Managerial motivation style will interact with customer treatment to predict a 
negative trajectory for performance during the customer encounter with 
significant differences in slopes between managerial conditions for the 
aggressive customer condition but not in the non-aggressive condition. Under 
aggressive customer treatment conditions, participants in the autonomy 
supportive condition will receive better performance trajectories in the form of 
a) weaker overall declines in performance ratings in the call and b) higher final 
performance ratings compared to those in the controlled condition. 
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CHAPTER III 
 
METHOD 
 
 
Participants 
 
In order to test my hypotheses, undergraduate students from a large Midwestern 
university were recruited as participants. Participants were told that they will be 
participating in a call center simulation in which they interact with student callers from 
another university. In exchange for their participation, the participants were awarded 
extra credit and potentially a gift card, in which gift cards were awarded as an incentive 
for early participation to the first round of participants. Based on similar continuous 
rating experiments done by Mauss and others (Mauss et al., 2005, 2011), the required 
sample size was approximately 120 participants total with 30 in each condition (60 in 
each managerial condition with those groups further divided into half per customer 
treatment condition). Data from 134 participants were collected, but 6 participants were 
dropped due to failing the manipulation checks for the managerial manipulation. An 
additional participant was dropped because this individual reported inconsistently, such 
that the participant responded that the manager was both controlling and also autonomy 
supportive. Therefore, 127 total participants were retained, with sample sizes per 
experimental condition shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Sample sizes per experimental condition. 
Procedure 
 The procedure was a call center simulation based on both the one used in 
McCance, Nye, Wang, Jones, and Chiu (2013) and Gabriel’s (2013) dissertation, which 
instructed student participants to assume the role of a call center employee. In these prior 
studies, participants received incoming calls from student callers from another university, 
who were participating in an experiment of their own relating to customer service 
interactions, and participants were told to treat the callers as actual customers and that 
calls would be audio-recorded. Audio-recordings were then played back to participants in 
order for them to provide continuous ratings of their experiences during the call. The 
experimenters provided a manual with step-by-step scripted directions from which 
participants could use to answer caller inquiries.  
 As done by Gabriel (2013), the experiment progressed in three stages: pre-
simulation online survey, call center simulation, and post-simulation survey and 
debriefing. During Stage I, participants completed an online survey in Qualtrics to 
provide basic demographic information (e.g., age, sex, ethnicity), previous work 
experience, and previous call center work experience. Participants also completed brief 
measures pertaining to affective disposition (positive and negative affectivity), 
personality traits (e.g., neuroticism- in order to establish baseline tendencies for 
 Aggressive Non-Aggressive 
Autonomy Support  N = 31 N = 31 
Controlled  N = 31 N = 34 
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sensitivity and emotional reactivity), and psychological need satisfaction to record 
baseline levels of need satisfaction prior to the simulation.  
In Stage II of data collection, participants reported to the laboratory for the call 
center simulation, lasting approximately 60-70 minutes. Participants were told that this 
study was occurring in tandem with another study at a different Midwestern university 
whose students (i.e., the confederate callers) will be calling via Skype technology, an 
internet-based phone service, and participants would assist them with their questions 
while referring to the step-by-step PowerPoint manual provided to them. Participants 
were told that these students were in a timed competition in which the first five to finish 
would be entered in a raffle to win one of two $50 gift cards to Amazon.com. Participants 
were told to act as if they were actual call center workers on behalf of a real company 
(“University Tech Support”) in order to make the student caller, who was in an 
experiment as well, have an authentic experience.  
The trainer provided these instructions using different scripts, which corresponded 
with the experimental condition randomly assigned to participants. The trainer reassured 
participants that pilot testing had been done and most of the questions callers ask are 
provided in the manual. Additionally, participants were told that a second portion of the 
study would include continuous ratings of their customer service call in which they will 
be asked to rate their experiences throughout the call while listening to the recording. 
Each of the continuous assessment items were brief, generic items (“how did you feel at 
the moment?”) but with the appropriate scales that pertain to the particular criterion of 
interest (autonomy, competence, affect).  
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Once the trainer finished one-on-one training with participants, the participants 
were given five minutes to review the PowerPoint manual and training materials alone. 
The trainer returned to the room and allowed participants to ask any questions. After 
answering questions, participants completed a call with the trainer as practice in dealing 
with customers. During this practice call, the trainer asked for help on a basic PowerPoint 
task (e.g., inserting a table into a presentation) so that participants had to a) use the 
mandatory statements for greetings, follow-up, and closing, b) read through the step-by-
step PowerPoint instructions in the manual, and c) experience a neutral customer 
interaction. Upon completion of the practice call, which lasted approximately one minute, 
the trainer returned to the lab with participants and corrected any mistakes they made 
(e.g., not providing a full greeting). Participants also completed all three continuous 
ratings while listening to the practice call recording in order to practice providing these 
ratings.  
Then participants were told they will receive an unknown number of calls 
depending on how many students participate in the other study and to take the calls until 
the trainer instructs them otherwise. The trainer said she was leaving to contact the 
“researcher” running the other study to notify him/her that the call center is ready to take 
incoming calls, and within 30-60 seconds they should expect their first call. In reality, 
this “researcher” will be the confederate caller.  
Once the call was complete after 3-4 minutes, the trainer waited approximately 30 
seconds and notified participants that the researcher from the other study had no other 
students participating, so they did not need to receive any more calls. Participants then 
completed the three continuous ratings for the call just taken. Lastly, for Stage III, 
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participants completed a survey on items relating to realism of the call center, well-being, 
cognitive effort/load and psychological need satisfaction. The trainer then debriefed 
participants before leaving.  
Experimental Conditions 
 In the present study, there were two between-subjects manipulations, resulting in 
a 2 x 2 experimental design. Participants were randomly assigned to a manager 
motivational style condition as well as a customer treatment condition. 
Manager Motivational Style Manipulation 
The ‘manager’ in this experiment was played by the trainer, or the experimenter, 
of this study. The manager introduced herself and provided all participants with informed 
consent. After explaining preliminary information, the trainer read the task instructions 
using one of the two possible scripts in order to manipulate the managerial style. The 
instructions across managerial condition remained the same with regard to the general 
task information but varied in how they conveyed this information (e.g., “feel free to 
voice your own ideas or solutions where you see fit” for the autonomy support condition, 
versus “it is important that you follow the instructions exactly as they are” for the 
controlled condition). Each script included a description of the experiment, which 
included answering customer questions regarding a PowerPoint task, but varied in 
affective tone and phrasing (see Appendix B for scripts). Most importantly, each 
managerial script included used different words to instruct the participants on how they 
were to complete the task—either closely following to the scripts and experimenter 
instructions (controlling) or encouraging the participant to explore their own ideas and 
solutions (autonomy supportive).  
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Customer Treatment Manipulation 
Participants received one of two confederate phone calls: aggressive customer or 
non-aggressive customer. To control for gender effects, all confederates were male in line 
with previous research (Gabriel, 2013; Goldberg & Grandey, 2007). The content of both 
customer treatment scripts included the same general PowerPoint questions regarding 
how to insert a text box, how to put a border around the text box, and how to change the 
width of the border. Also, the content and emotionality were identical across both calls 
during the first phase, in which they were “neutral” in tone. The between-subjects 
manipulation existed during the second phase of the call (see Appendix C for scripts). For 
the aggressive condition, the confederate caller became increasingly aggressive and 
negative in tone during the second phase; specifically, the customer became upset 
because the instructions (read by the participant) required so much time and were 
unhelpful. For the non-aggressive condition, the caller exhibited an affective tone ranging 
from neutral to slightly positive during the second phase (e.g., pleasant, somewhat 
satisfied with service, appreciative). This customer thanked and gave brief compliments 
to the participant to show appreciation for his or her help. However, this confederate’s 
affective tone did not rise above the activation level of what would be encountered during 
a ‘typical’ or ordinary customer interaction (i.e., exhibiting contentment rather than 
emotions of higher activation such as happiness or excitement; Russell, 1980). All calls 
lasted approximately 3-4 minutes.  
There was a specific point in the two scripts in which the experimental 
manipulation was introduced (i.e., the customer became difficult or the customer was 
pleasant). After all the data was collected, the experimenter listened to each call and 
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identified the point in the call in which phase 1 (neutral customer) ended and phase 2 
(negative customer vs. positive customer) began. The transition points were marked and 
used for analyses to compare data across phases in the call similar to Gabriel (2013).  
 
Figure 8. Two-phase structure of customer (confederate) call.  
 
 
Pre-Simulation Measures 
 The pre-simulation measures were administered as an online survey in Qualtrics 
before the call center simulation (Phase II) of the study. Basic demographic information 
including age, sex, and ethnicity was collected. Sex or gender, in particular, has been 
shown to differentially relate to aggression in which men are more likely to express overt 
acts of aggression and tend to demonstrate a hostile attributional bias (i.e., interpret the 
situation as being hostile or aggressive towards them) more often compared to women 
(Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Martinko, Gundlach, & Douglas, 2002). In a similar way, 
personality variables were measured via personality items involving neuroticism 
(Saucier, 1994) to capture individual differences in which those reporting great 
neuroticism perceive greater pressure or stress from environmental restraints (e.g., 
Phase I: 
Caller is neutral 
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Caller is slightly  
(but increasingly) positive 
Non-Aggressive 
Caller is increasingly  
negative or aggressive 
Aggressive 
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managerial demands, customers). Additionally, participants’ work experience and, 
specifically, call center work experience were measured for identifying any differences 
among those with experience in dealing with customer issues (i.e., practice effects). 
Dispositional Affect 
 Dispositional affect and arousal were measured using the Positive and Negative 
Affective Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). The scale consisted of 
20 items (positive and negative emotions), all of which participants rated the extent to 
which they generally felt each of the specified emotions. They rated each emotion on a 5-
point scale (1 = “very slightly to not at all,” 5 = “extremely”). Dispositional affect was 
included in the pre-simulation measures because it is important to distinguish the 
continuous rating measure of affect (“How did you feel during the call?”) from one’s 
general tendency to feel positively or negatively (e.g., “Indicate to what extent you feel 
this way in general”).  
Dispositional Need Satisfaction 
 As mentioned above, individuals universally possess basic psychological needs as 
suggested by self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Nonetheless, the extent to 
which these needs are satisfied can vary and, thus, the participants’ dispositional need 
satisfaction will be of interest and serve as a baseline measure, prior to noting the effects 
of the call center simulation. Items were taken from Johnston and Finney’s (2010) Basic 
Needs Satisfaction in General Scale (BNSG-S) in which participants rated the extent to 
which they agreed with statements describing experiences of autonomy and competence 
need satisfaction in their lives (1 = “not at all true,” 7 = “very true”). 
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Simulation Measures 
The simulation measures were collected continuously throughout the call via 
software in E-Prime 2.0. This software allowed for continuous ratings to be collected 
every 200ms as participants moved the mouse to indicate their rating/selection on the 
computer screen synchronously with an audio file recording of the confederate call. Data 
was collected for three continuous ratings after the practice call with the trainer and after 
the actual confederate call (for 2 sets of 3 continuous ratings per participant), but only the 
ratings provided after the actual confederate call were used for analyses. The three 
continuous ratings were counterbalanced in a way so that participants were randomly 
assigned to one of two possible sequences regarding the order in which they rated 
autonomy and competence need satisfaction along with the affect measures (e.g., affect, 
autonomy, then competence; or affect, competence then autonomy). However, the affect 
rating was the first assessment for all participants as it is a more proximal and basic 
reaction relative to assessing for one’s need satisfaction, which is likely to involve some 
cognitive processing. Counterbalancing was done for practice and actual continuous 
ratings across participants.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9. Visual representation of counterbalancing procedure. 
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 Before participants completed the first series of continuous ratings after the 
practice call, the trainer verbally read instructions for each rating scale. The instructions 
included a definition of each need satisfaction, an explanation of the rating scale on 
which they evaluate their need satisfaction, and a statement explaining how participants 
were able to move the mouse as much or as little as they pleased to indicate variation in 
experience. Participants then read written instructions on the computer screen that 
restated and emphasized the same verbal instructions read by the trainer. At this point, 
participants proceeded to the rating screen and clicked to begin the audio recording of the 
call.  
Each of the three continuous rating scales had 20-point boxes paired with rating 
anchors adjacent to one another (i.e., no space between them). Having the anchors 
adjacent like this guaranteed that, at any given time, the participants’ mouse hovered over 
some rating box. Also, the mouse was restricted to appear only in the area of the 
computer screen where the rating box was located. 
 The three continuous rating assessments measured within-episode variability of 
participant need satisfaction during the customer encounter. Participants began the 
assessment at a neutral point by hovering the mouse over the ‘10’ rating box, and from 
there participants were instructed to move the mouse to the left or right based upon the 
level of need satisfaction they experienced during the call. They were encouraged to 
move the mouse as much or as little as they liked depending on their own personal 
experiences.  
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Autonomy Need Satisfaction  
For autonomous need satisfaction, participants were asked “how did you feel at 
the moment?” and to move the mouse to the number which best indicated the extent to 
which they felt autonomous or free (versus constrained or controlled) during the call 
listening back to the recording. Several experience sampling studies, daily diary studies, 
and related work in the SDT literature (e.g., Reinboth, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2004; Reis et 
al., 2000; Ryan, Bernstein, & Brown, 2010) use items similar to this for the purpose of 
measuring autonomy need satisfaction. Participants were given a definition of autonomy 
need satisfaction as feeling free and being given the choice of what to do and not to do 
(Jang, Reeve, Ryan, & Kim, 2009; Reeve, Nix, & Hamm, 2003; Reeve & Tseng, 2011). 
Therefore, in using the 1-20 rating scale, a low rating of “1” indicated that participants 
felt completely constrained during the call, and a rating of “20” indicated they felt 
completely free.  
 
Figure 10. Autonomy need satisfaction instructions.  
 
 
How did you feel at the moment? 
continuously rate the extent to which you felt free or 
constrained to act the way you desired during the call. 
This scale ranges from fully constrained on the left 
hand side, neutral in the middle, and fully free on the 
right hand side. 
If you felt no sense of freedom in the moment, you will 
move the mouse to the far left side of the rating scale. 
If you felt you had a very great amount of freedom, you 
will move the mouse to the far right side of the scale. 
Please press the space bar to continue. 
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Figure 11. Autonomy need satisfaction rating screen.  
 
Competence Need Satisfaction 
 
 In assessing competence need satisfaction, participants were asked “how did you 
feel at the moment?” and to move the mouse to indicate the extent to which they felt 
competent or confident in their ability to help the customer and feel a sense of control or 
responsibility for any successful job performance. Again, they provided this rating while 
listening to the recording of the call. In providing a definition of competence need 
satisfaction, participants were told this is feeling capable, confident, and effective in 
one’s job (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Forgeard, Jayawickreme, Kern, & Seligman, 2011; Gagné 
& Deci, 2005). Participants used the 1-20 rating scale for this construct so that a “1” 
indicated feeling completely incompetent in their ability to perform the job well and a 
“20” indicated completely competent. 
Completely 
constrained
d 
Neither 
constrained 
nor free 
Completely 
free 
How did you feel at the moment? 
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.  
Figure 12. Competence need satisfaction instructions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 13. Competence need satisfaction rating scale.  
 
How did you feel at the moment? 
Please continuously rate how you felt in the moment with 
regard to the level of competence you experienced. 
Competence is described as confidence in your ability and 
performance, so consider how confident you felt when 
helping the customer on the task during the call. This 
scale ranges from very incompetent on the left hand side, 
neutral in the middle, and very competent on the right 
hand side. 
If you did not feel competent at all, you will move the 
mouse to the far left side of the rating scale. If you 
felt competent to a very large extent, you will move the 
mouse to the far right side of the scale. 
Please press the space bar to continue. 
Completely 
incompetent 
Neither 
incompetent 
nor competent 
Completely 
competent 
How did you feel at the moment? 
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Confounding Variables 
Although the present study used need satisfaction as its explanatory mechanism 
between managerial/customer behavior and employee outcomes, there is substantial 
evidence pointing to affect as a dynamic variable that has been shown to relate to many 
of the key variables of interest examined here as well (Bougie, Pieters, & Zeelenberg, 
2003; Rupp & Spencer, 2006; Van Jaarsveld, Walker, & Skarlicki, 2010). Bougie and 
others (2003) found that affect mediated the relationship between customer aggression 
and employee behavioral responses, such that experiencing negative affect compelled 
employees to aggress towards the customer. Also, anger partially mediated the 
relationship between unfair treatment by customers and employee emotional regulation, 
such that more anger predicted more effort to conceal one’s anger (i.e., emotional labor; 
Spencer & Rupp, 2006). However, negative affect has had equivocal results in regards to 
its strength as a mediator. In order to rule out affect as a potential confound and identify 
if need satisfaction is simply a proxy for this other explanatory factor, affect, I included 
continuous rating assessments of affect in the experimental design. The continuously 
rated affect was controlled for in hypothesis testing, as outlined in the next chapter, in 
order to determine the effect of affect and whether it would negate the expected effects of 
psychological need satisfaction on employee outcomes of interest.  
Affect 
 For assessing affect or emotionality, participants moved the mouse and indicated 
the valence (i.e., positive, negative) of emotion they felt during the call (“How did you 
feel during the call?”; Gabriel, 2013) as they listened to the recording of the call. This 
rating reflected the participants’ felt emotions and variability of these emotions 
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throughout the customer service episode. Emotionality also existed on a 1-20 scale, such 
that participants who rated a “1” experienced very negative emotions, and those who 
rated a “20” experienced very positive emotions.  
 
Figure 14. Affect instructions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 15. Affect rating screen.  
 
 
How did you feel at the moment? 
For this continuous rating, please rate how you felt 
during the call. This will range from very negative on 
the left hand side of the rating scale to very positive 
on the right hand side. If you felt neutral, keep the 
mouse in the middle. 
Please move the mouse as much or as little as you like as 
you listen to the call. The movement of the mouse should 
reflect how you were actually feeling during the call. 
Please press the space bar to continue. 
How did you feel at the moment?Please 
Very  
Negative Neutral
Time 
during 
an 
Aggressi
ve 
Service 
Episode 
Very  
Positive Negative PositivePhase II: 
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Post-Simulation Measures 
 Following the call center simulation, participants completed a brief online survey. 
Survey items included manipulation checks and indicators of well-being (i.e., affect, 
psychological vitality, emotional exhaustion) so as to measure participants’ state 
immediately following interactions with customers.  
Manipulation Checks 
A pilot study was conducted to better ensure the efficacy of the experimental 
manipulations and explore possible manipulation check items, which were administered 
after the continuous ratings. Based on findings from the pilot study, the manipulations 
were fine-tuned, but manipulation check items were added to the post-simulation survey. 
Upon completion of the call center simulation, all participants were asked to identify the 
motivational style (i.e., autonomy supportive versus controlling) of the experimenter by 
responding to a set of manipulation check items (e.g., “the experimenter provided me 
with choices and options,” “the experimenter tried to control how I acted”) on a 7-point 
scale. Also, participants were asked to answer two items on a 7-point scale regarding 
their feelings toward the customer (i.e., “I liked the customer” and “the customer was 
hostile”), which helped to determine if there were significant differences between the 
designated aggressive and non-aggressive confederate customer scripts. These items can 
be found in Appendix A. 
 In addition to participants completing manipulation check items, I also had two 
independent coders listen to recordings of each call and evaluate the extent to which 
participants sounded as if they were holding very closely to the script (i.e., sounding 
controlled) or were deviating from the script by adding their own unique way of 
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responding to questions and conversing (i.e., sounding autonomous). Raters were trained 
on the distinction between autonomous and controlled behavior (i.e., when the 
participants employ their own thoughts, ideas, and strategies versus closely adhering to 
prescribed ideas or instructions from the experimenter). Then raters listened to each call 
and rated each call on how much autonomy was provided or control was placed on the 
participant. A sample item was “Please rate how autonomous (i.e., free to act as he/she 
wished) the participant sounded” and all five items are included in Appendix A.  
Realism of the Call Center 
The final manipulation check included a brief three-item measure pertaining to 
the realism of the call center simulation. Participants evaluated how realistic they 
believed the experiment to be in its attempt to simulate an actual call center experience 
(e.g., “I felt like a real call center worker”). These items were completed post-simulation 
and are included in Appendix A. 
Post-Simulation Dependent Variables 
Well-being was a primary dependent variable of interest, and this was evaluated 
through measures of a) psychological vitality, b) emotional exhaustion, and c) 
momentary affect. Psychological need satisfaction was again measured as it was pre-
simulation. Finally, as mentioned above, perspective taking and mental workload were 
measured to control for these variables as potential confounds.  
Psychological Vitality 
 Psychological vitality was measured using items from the Subjective Vitality 
scale by Ryan and Frederick (1997). As done in prior work that focuses on within-person 
experiences (Ryan, Bernstein, & Brown, 2010), items that referred to dispositional or 
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multi-day experiences were eliminated from this measure in order to collect information 
on momentary experiences. Therefore, three of the items (i.e., “Sometimes I feel so alive 
I just want to burst,” “I look forward to each new day,” and “I nearly always feel alert 
and awake”) were eliminated. All of the remaining items were used to evaluate the felt 
energy and sense of being alive that participants felt following the call with customers. 
For example, participants were asked to rate to what extent they agreed with the items 
like, “I feel alive and vital,” and all of the items will be rated on a 7-point scale (1 = 
“strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”).  
Emotional Exhaustion 
 Emotional exhaustion was assessed using items from Erickson and Ritter’s (2001) 
Emotional Exhaustion scale. One item from the original scale (i.e., I dread getting up in 
the morning and having to face another day on the job”) was omitted as it did not apply to 
the one-time call center experience in the present study. The remaining six items were 
rated on a 7-point scale (1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”). For example, 
participants were asked to rate to what extent they agreed with items like, “I feel used up 
right now.”  
Momentary Affect 
 Participants’ momentary affect and arousal, or the way they feel in the moments 
following the call center simulation, was measured using the Positive and Negative 
Affective Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). This measure included 
the same scale and 20-item list as described above for the dispositional affect measure. 
However, the instructions differed in that participants rated the extent to which they felt a 
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specified emotion at the moment, rather than in general (1 = “very slightly to not at all,” 5 
= “extremely”). 
Psychological Need Satisfaction 
 Participants’ level of psychological need satisfaction following, and relating to, 
the call center task was assessed as well. The items were taken from the Basic Need 
Satisfaction at Work Scale (Deci et al., 2001) and modified to refer to the call center task. 
Participants rated the extent to which statements of autonomy and competence need 
satisfaction were true of their actual experiences of the call center (1 = “not at all true,” 7 
= “very true”). By collecting post-simulation assessments of need satisfaction in this way, 
it will be used to corroborate the continuous ratings of need satisfaction and, thus, 
provide an opportunity to calculate convergent validity for this measure.  
Third-Party Customer Service Ratings 
 Two trained undergraduate research assistants provided continuous ratings of 
customer service ratings for the participants. The customer service ratings served as an 
indicator of performance (“What level of service did the participant deliver?”), which 
was the other primary dependent variable along with well-being that was self-reported by 
participants. The scale was modified based upon the 7-point scale for employee service 
performance created by Liao, Toya, Lepak, and Hong (2009). The E-Prime 2.0 software 
program recorded ratings every 200ms to correspond with the continuous ratings 
provided by participants. The raters provided ratings of customer service independently 
from one another, and both raters were blind to the study condition (aggressive versus 
non-aggressive). The raters only heard participant voices when rating customer service 
(i.e., the confederate’s voice was removed from the recording) because the confederate’s 
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voice could have biased the ratings. The raters may award different ratings based upon 
the affective tone exhibited by the confederate (e.g., giving lower performance ratings 
simply because the confederate customer gets angry), when the confederates were 
scripted to act in a particular way. Instead, ratings should only reflect participant service 
quality.   
 Prior to rating the participants, both research assistants were trained on the two 
dimensions of service quality through several sessions taught by the experimenter. These 
sessions included some instruction, listening to and discussing calls collectively, and 
allowing the raters to complete ratings with subsequent feedback from the trainer. Upon 
achieving adequate comprehension and inter-rater agreement on practice ratings, the 
raters began rating the calls used in this study.  As these ratings were provided on a 
continuous level, I aggregated the data (from 200 ms) to the 1-second time interval. 
Based upon the inter-rater agreement found between raters (average within-person r = 
.57), I had support for averaging the two sets of ratings to create a composite third-party 
rating for customer service.  
 
 
Figure 16. Third-party performance rating instructions.  
Participant Performance 
You are about to listen to a participant’s phone 
conversation with one of our confederate callers.  
Please rate the extent to which you believe the 
participant was exhibiting high-quality customer service 
to the confederate caller. Since this is a dialog with 
the confederate, try to rate the extent to which the 
participant appropriately responded to and solved the 
confederate caller’s problems.  
Press space bar to continue. 
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Figure 17. Third-party performance rating screen.  
Post-Simulation Confounding Variables 
In addition to the primary criteria of interest, I included two possible confounding 
variables within the post-simulation online survey. Aside from affect, which is a potential 
confounding variable measured at the continuous level, perspective taking and empathy 
were also considered potential confounds collected at the person level following the call 
center simulation. 
Perspective Taking 
 Perspective taking was measured using a modified version of the Perspective 
Taking scale from Parker and Axtell (2001) in order to fit the new context of employee-
customer interactions. This scale consisted of two indicators: positive customer 
attributions and customer empathy. Positive customer attributions is a cognitive response 
Participant Performance 
Highly 
unsatisfactory  
Neither 
unsatisfactory 
nor 
satisfactory 
Highly 
satisfactory 
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in which an employee provides favorable explanations for customers’ behavior much in 
the same way he would for himself; in other words, the employee gives customers the 
benefit of the doubt. Empathy is one’s affective concern for and reaction to customer 
experiences, evidenced by signs of compassion. Participants rated each item on a 5-point 
scale (1 = “strongly disagree,” 5 = “strongly agree”). Average reports of perspective 
taking were analyzed for each experimental condition in order to examine whether this 
construct differs based upon the manager or customer manipulation. 
Mental Workload 
 Participants’ perception of their cognitive load required for the call center task 
was measured using one component from the Reid, Shingledecker, and Eggemeier (1981) 
three-component scale. This measure assessed the amount of mental effort and attention 
an individual was required to invest in the task. The 3-point scale pertains to the amount 
of effort (1 = “very little mental effort,” 3 = “extensive mental effort”) or amount of 
attention (1 = “little to no attention,” 3 = “total attention”) required. Again, as was done 
with ratings of perspective taking, the average reports of mental workload were 
calculated for each experimental condition in order to test for this as a potential 
confound. 
Analytic Approach 
In order to test Hypotheses 1-7 that examined person-level data, regression was 
done using SPSS. First, the data was aggregated to 1 second, as I had originally collected 
data every 200ms. Then the averages of continuously-rated variables (i.e., need 
satisfaction, affect, and performance ratings) were calculated for each participant. To 
more easily interpret the regression analyses, effect codes were used to represent the 
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manager (+.5 = autonomy support, -.5 controlling) and customer (+.5 = non-aggressive, -
.5 = aggressive) manipulations. An unweighted effects coding scheme was chosen to 
examine how each condition differed from the average of the entire sample (Cohen, 
Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2013). In essence, the effect codes allowed me to examine the 
contrast in findings between autonomy support manager/non-aggressive customer 
conditions (+.5) and the mean (0) as well as controlling manager/aggressive customer 
conditions (-.5) and the mean (0). Additionally, the manager-customer interaction was 
represented by effect codes of +.25 (autonomy support-nonaggressive or controlling-
aggressive) or -.25 (autonomy support-aggressive or controlling-nonaggressive). By 
creating interaction codes, I was able to test and compare each experimental condition’s 
mean and slope on the outcome variable to one another. When testing for mediation in 
Hypotheses 3 and 6, I used PROCESS macro from Hayes (2013) that relies on 
bootstrapping procedures to test for indirect effects.  
 In Hypotheses 8-11, within-person data was analyzed to examine trends that 
occurred during the customer call. To test for the within-person trends, I used multilevel 
regression in HLM with time as the relevant level-1 predictor (6.02; Bryk, Raudenbush, 
& Congdon, 2006). Supplemental analyses were conducted in HLM as well, and these 
investigated the relationships between continuously rated variables over time as well as 
their causal relationships.
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations for all variables relevant to 
hypothesis testing, which includes averages of continuously rated variables (affect, 
autonomy need satisfaction, and competence need satisfaction, performance) as well as 
post-simulation (i.e., after the customer call) reports of well-being are presented in Table 
2. These values represent the data aggregated to the person-level and across all study 
conditions.  
Participants were primarily Caucasian (n = 93, 73.2%), and the majority were 
between the ages of 18 and 23 years of age (n = 110, 86.6%). Although many participants 
currently had full- or part-time employment (n = 70, 55.1%), only 7 participants (5.5%) 
reported having worked in a call center. The sample was comprised of 77 females 
(62.2%), 47 males (37.0%), and 3 not indicated. To test for potential gender effects, I 
conducted independent sample t-tests to predict the effect of participant gender on 
average continuous ratings of autonomy need satisfaction, competence need satisfaction, 
affect, and third-party performance ratings as well as post-simulation reports of positive 
affect, negative affect, vitality, and emotional exhaustion. There were no significant 
gender effects, with the exception of third-party performance ratings, such that female 
participants received significantly higher performance scores (M = 13.75, SD = .67) 
compared to males participants (M = 13.35, SD = .65), t (122) = -3.23, p < .01. 
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The average duration of the customer interaction/calls was 3 minutes and 40 
seconds (M = 220 seconds, SD = 47 seconds). Participants reported “moderate” levels (on 
the rating scale) of autonomy need satisfaction (M = 11.60, SD = 3.61) and slightly 
higher than moderate levels of competence need satisfaction (M = 13.75, SD = 3.24) 
across the entire phone call and for all study conditions. Further, they reported somewhat 
positive affect (M = 12.82, SD = 2.84), and were rated as somewhat satisfactory in the 
third-party performance ratings (M = 13.60, SD = 0.68). It is important to note, as it 
relates to hypothesis testing, that there is low variability found at the person-level for 
performance ratings. This may be due to range restriction in which many of the 
participants exhibited highly satisfactory performance for the majority of the call, 
resulting in raters rarely changing their ratings of customer service quality. Using a 5-
point scale to measure psychological vitality and emotional exhaustion after the calls 
were complete, on average participants reported feeling slightly alive and vital (M = 3.47, 
SD = 0.77) and did not feel emotionally exhausted (M = 1.96, SD = 0.92) at the end of the 
customer call. On a 7-point scale assessing affect after the call was completed, 
participants reported somewhat agreeing to feeling positive emotions (M = 5.11, SD = 
0.94) and somewhat disagreeing with feeling negative emotions (M = 3.13, SD = 1.18). 
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Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Person-Level Data 
 
Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 
1. Avg Affect    12.82   2.84 --    
2. Avg Autonomy NS      11.60 3.61 .47** --    
3. Avg Competence NS  13.75 3.24 .74** .39**  --  
4. Avg Performance  13.60 0.68 .31**  .10  .29** -- 
5. PostSim Positive Affect  5.11 0.94 .43** .37** .38** .27** 
6. PostSim Negative Affect  3.13 1.18 -.61** -.56** -.60** -.31** 
7. PostSim Psychological Vitality  3.47 0.77 .37** .32** .35** .34** 
8. PostSim Emotional Exhaustion  1.96 0.92 -.57** -.53** -.49** -.31** 
9. PostSim Perspective Taking 3.59 .60 .35** .30** .31** .20* 
10. PostSim Mental Workload 2.35 .47 -.08 -.08 -.06 .14 
 
Variable 5 6 7 8 9 10 
5. PostSim Positive Affect  --      
6. PostSim Negative Affect  -.44** --     
7. PostSim Psychological Vitality  .65** -.38** --    
8. PostSim Emotional Exhaustion  -.42** .66** -.37** --   
9. PostSim Perspective Taking .44** -.32** .33** -.35** --  
10. PostSim Mental Workload .20* .19* .16 .24** -.11 -- 
Note. Means, standard deviations, and correlations are for focal (i.e., hypothesis) variables only. Avg = 
average of continuously rated reports, data aggregated to person level. PostSim = Post-Simulation or after 
the customer call. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = competence need 
satisfaction. * p < .05; ** p < .01. 
 
Descriptive statistics at the person-level are also provided for each of the four 
study conditions, as shown in Tables 3-6. Those in the non-aggressive customer 
conditions reported more positive continuously-rated affect and post-simulation positive 
affect, and vitality, as well as less post-simulation negative affect and emotional 
exhaustion compared to those who faced aggressive customers (these differences will be 
formally tested below). Overall, participants reported greater well-being during and after 
the call center simulation when encountering non-aggressive customers as compared to 
aggressive ones, which suggests that the aggressiveness of the customer has a strong 
impact on employee outcomes.  
Interestingly, the mean ratings of autonomy need satisfaction (M = 13.43; SD = 
3.07) were higher for those in the autonomy support-nonaggressive versus the 
controlling-nonaggressive condition (M = 12.37; SD = 2.99). However, competence need 
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satisfaction ratings were not higher in the autonomy support-nonaggressive condition (M 
= 14.81; SD = 2.75) and, in fact, those in the controlling-nonaggressive condition 
reported greater competence need satisfaction (M = 15.14; SD = 2.64). When comparing 
the effects of manager motivational style between the two aggressive customer 
conditions, there are few differences, with the exception of greater reports of autonomy 
need satisfaction for the autonomy support-aggressive condition (M = 11.41; SD = 3.17) 
compared to the controlling-aggressive condition (M = 9.11; SD = 3.86). Although the 
statistical analyses in the following sections will be used to formally test hypotheses, the 
descriptive statistics point to a possible effect of manager motivational style on 
employees’ autonomy need satisfaction and to possible effects of the customer 
manipulation on outcomes like affect, well-being, and performance. 
 
Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Autonomy Supportive- 
 
Aggressive Condition 
 
Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Avg Affect  11.58 2.58 --          
2. Avg Autonomy NS  11.41 3.17   .53** --          
3. Avg Competence NS  12.47 3.56   .63** .46**  --        
4. Avg Performance  13.31 .70  -.11 -.11 .11 --       
5. PostSim Positive 
   Affect  
4.92 .78   .28  .40* .28 .17 --      
6. PostSim Negative  
   Affect  
3.83 1.06  -.34 -
.47** 
-
.48** 
.14 -.21 --     
7. PostSim Psychological  
   Vitality  
3.42 .53   .10 .32 .31 .13 .61** -.33 --    
8. PostSim Emotional  
    Exhaustion  
2.54 .81  -.38* -.39* -.42* .08 -.28 .29 -.33 --   
9. PostSim Perspective  
   Taking 
3.41 .54   .22 .19 .23 -.09 .34 -.06 -.02 -.03 --  
10. PostSim Mental  
     Workload 
2.33 .47  -.03 .14 -.10 .15 .44* -.04 .31 .31 -.02 -- 
Note. Avg = average of continuously rated reports, data aggregated to person level. PostSim = Post-Simulation or after the 
customer call. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = competence need satisfaction.  
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 
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Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Autonomy Supportive- 
 
Nonaggressive Condition 
 
Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Avg Affect  14.38 2.42 --          
2. Avg Autonomy NS  13.43 3.07 .22 --          
3. Avg Competence NS  14.81 2.75 .81** .21  --        
4. Avg Performance   13.97 .77 .36* -.14 .22 --       
5. PostSim Positive 
    Affect  
5.71 .75 .30 .18 .31 .00 --      
6. PostSim Negative  
    Affect  
2.37 .88 -.44* -.44* -.43* -.22 -.25 --     
7. PostSim Psychological  
    Vitality  
3.90 .72 .55** .18 .54** .37* .80** -.30 --    
8. PostSim Emotional  
    Exhaustion  
1.32 .45 -.13 -.13 .02 -.24 -.13 .26 -.02 --   
9. PostSim Perspective  
    Taking 
3.84 .52 .19 -.03 .09 -.15 .49* -.08 .35 .01 --  
10. PostSim Mental  
     Workload 
2.32 .44 -.04 -.09 .03 .16 -.01 .40* .16 .37* -.11 -- 
Note. Avg = average of continuously rated reports, data aggregated to person level. PostSim = Post-Simulation or after 
the customer call. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = competence need satisfaction.  
 
 
Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Controlling-Aggressive 
 
Condition 
 
Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Avg Affect  11.00 2.33 --          
2. Avg Autonomy NS  9.11 3.86 .36* --          
3. Avg Competence NS  12.46 3.09 .60** .21  --        
4. Avg Performance  13.35 .51 -.002 .06 .29 --       
5. PostSim Positive Affect  4.72 1.04 .44* .14 .35 .22 --      
6. PostSim Negative Affect  3.88 1.06 -.56** -.54** -.57** -.25 -.44* --     
7. PostSim Psychological 
Vitality  
3.15 .89 .16 -.10 .13 .38* .70** -.26 --    
8. PostSim Emotional 
Exhaustion  
2.57 .94 -.49** -.65** -.41* -.11 -.45* .67** -.33 --   
9. PostSim Perspective 
Taking 
3.33 .73 .20 .34 .23 .45* .47** -.32 .39* -.36* --  
10. PostSim Mental 
Workload 
2.50 .47 -.02 -.32 .03 .41* .30 .18 .29 .30 .04 -- 
Note. Avg = average of continuously rated reports, data aggregated to person level. PostSim = Post-Simulation or after the customer 
call. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = competence need satisfaction.  
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 
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Table 6. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Controlling-Nonaggressive  
 
Condition 
 
Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Avg Affect  14.20 2.38 --          
2. Avg Autonomy NS  12.37 2.99 .24 --          
3. Avg Competence NS  15.14 2.64 .78** .35*  --        
4. Avg Performance  13.75 .51 .29 -.05 .07 --       
5. PostSim Positive Affect  5.11 .91 .30 .41* .34 .25 --      
6. PostSim Negative Affect  2.49 .77 -.43* -.40* -.50** -.13 -.41* --     
7. PostSim Psychological 
Vitality  
3.45 .74 .35* .63** .35* .15 .33 -.38* --    
8. PostSim Emotional 
Exhaustion  
1.44 .53 -.30 -.31 -.44** -.16 -.20 .46** -.40* --   
9. PostSim Perspective 
Taking 
3.76 .45 .19 .13 .22 .10 .15 .06 .17 -.08 --  
10. PostSim Mental 
Workload 
2.26 .50 .09 .25 .04 .18 .28 .07 .15 -.20 -.22 -- 
Note. Avg = average of continuously rated reports, data aggregated to person level. PostSim = Post-Simulation or after the customer 
call. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = competence need satisfaction.  
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 
 
 
In addition to examining the descriptive statistics for the focal variables of this 
study, I included potential confounds of perspective taking and mental workload. 
Previous research has identified perspective taking, the ability of the service employee to 
empathize and take on the perspective of the customer, as an explanatory mechanisms for 
various employee reactions to service encounters (Parker & Axtell, 2001; Rupp, 
McCance, Spencer, & Sonntag, 2008). For instance, Rupp and colleagues (2008) found 
that perspective taking buffered the harmful effects of perceived customer injustice on 
emotional labor, such that individuals that were able to take on the customer’s 
perspective were better able to engage in emotional labor despite challenging customer 
encounters. Mental workload is described as the amount of mental effort required by the 
call center simulation task. Evidence has shown how unpleasant service encounters can 
lead to worse job performance and other negative employee outcomes or, in turn, how 
pleasant encounters with customers or managers can replenish resources to improve 
employee outcomes (Chan & Wan, 2012). Therefore, I ran correlational, regression, and 
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mediation analyses to determine if participants’ post-simulation reports of perspective 
taking or mental workload were driving any of the employee outcomes of interest. (Also, 
I ran correlational, regression, and mediation analyses to test participant affect as a 
potential confound, and results are included in discussions of descriptive statistics and 
hypothesis testing.) .  
Descriptive statistics and correlations for post-simulation reports of perspective 
taking and mental workload can be found in Tables 2-6. When examining the data across 
all participants, perspective taking was significantly related to all continuously rated and 
post-simulation ratings. However, these relationships changed based on experimental 
condition, such that participant perspective taking demonstrated significant relationships 
only when the manager was controlling and the customer was aggressive (exception: 
perspective taking was significantly related to positive affect for the autonomy 
supportive-aggressive condition, r = .49, p < .05). Regression analyses show that the 
customer treatment condition significantly predicted average ratings of perspective 
taking, (β = .36, p < .01); however, neither the manager motivational style nor the 
interaction of the manager and customer behavior significantly predicted perspective 
taking. Therefore, the extent to which participants were able to take on the customer’s 
perspective differed significantly depending on the behavior of the customer, specifically.  
I then tested for significant indirect effects of perspective taking in order to 
determine if the participants’ perspective taking served as a mediating variable in 
addition to psychological need satisfaction. Using the PROCESS macro by Hayes (2013), 
results showed that employee perspective taking did not significantly mediate 
relationships between manager or customer manipulations and employee outcomes. 
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There was only one exception to this finding: customer treatment had a significant 
indirect effect on positive affect through perspective taking (b = .20, SE = .09, 95% CI: 
[.06, .42]). The results suggest that other mechanisms beyond need satisfaction, such as 
the employee’s perspective taking abilities, may be driving certain employee outcomes, 
which confirms the initial prediction that need satisfaction would partially mediate 
relationships since other explanatory variables are likely to exist.    
With regard to the post-simulation reports of mental workload, this significantly 
correlated to positive (r = .20, p < .05) and negative affect (r = .19, p < .05) as well as 
emotional exhaustion (r = .24, p < .01) when analyzing data across all participants. Then, 
when analyzing each experimental condition separately, mental workload exhibited an 
inconsistent pattern of significant relationships in which it correlated with positive (in the 
autonomy supportive-aggressive) or negative affect (in autonomy support-nonaggressive 
condition), emotional exhaustion (in autonomy support-nonaggressive condition), and 
performance ratings (in controlling-aggressive condition). However, regression analyses 
confirmed that participant reports of mental workload were not significantly predicted by 
the manager condition (β = -.06, n.s.), customer condition (β = -.14, n.s.), or an 
interaction of the manager and customer conditions (β = .11, n.s.); therefore, mental 
workload should not be considered a confounding variable. 
Manipulation Checks 
Before testing my hypotheses, I examined my manipulation checks as well as 
explored whether there was any effect of using different confederate callers and having 
two different orders for the presentation of the continuous ratings (i.e., counterbalancing). 
Upon an initial screening of the data, I noticed that there was one participant who 
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exhibited inconsistent responses, reporting the manager to be both controlling and 
autonomy supportive simultaneously. This person was also dropped from analyses. The 
customer treatment manipulation check was a composite of the two items, with low 
scores indicating a pleasant customer and high scores indicating an aggressive customer. 
To pass this manipulation, participants had to “disagree” with the items (on average) in 
the non-aggressive condition (i.e., a score of 4 or less) and “agree” with the items (on 
average) in the aggressive condition (i.e., a score of 2 or more).  All participants passed 
this manipulation check. Those assigned to the non-aggressive customer condition 
reported lower scores (M = 1.36, SD = .43) compared to participants in the aggressive 
customer condition (M = 3.92, SD = .86), indicating stronger agreement to the statement 
that the customer was hostile and unlikable for those in the aggressive group as would be 
expected. Specific means, standard deviations, and frequencies in responses to these 
manipulation check items and scale are included in Table 7. 
 
Table 7. Descriptive Statistics for Customer Manipulation Checks and Scale Split by 
 
Condition 
 
Item or Scale Name Mean SD % 
Responding 
1- 3 
% 
Responding 
4 
% 
Responding 
5-7 
Aggressive Customer (n = 68)      
1. I liked the customer. (R) 4.00 1.02 35.3 22.1 42.6 
2. The customer was hostile.  3.82 1.11 34.3 32.8 32.8 
Customer Treatment Scale  3.92 .86 48.5 23.6 27.9 
Non-Aggressive Customer (n = 66)      
1. I liked the customer. (R) 1.48 .56 100 0 0 
2. The customer was hostile.  1.23 .55 98.5 1.5 0 
Customer Treatment Scale  1.36 .43 100 0 0 
 
There were five items with a 7-point response scale asking how true each 
statement was with regard to the managerial manipulation in the experimental task (with 
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responses ranging from 1 = “not at all” to 7 = “very true”). However, one of the items 
(“the experimenter put a lot of pressure on me”) was eliminated from the measure 
because a large portion of the participants in the controlling manager condition (43.8%) 
responded that it was ‘not at all true’ that the experimenter put a lot of pressure on them. 
Further, participants across manager conditions responded very similarly on this item 
(autonomy support: M = 2.67, SD = 1.47; controlling: M = 2.60, SD = 1.49) with almost 
as many participants in the autonomy supportive condition saying it was ‘very true’ the 
experimenter put a lot of pressure on them as did those in the controlling condition (see 
Table 8). This finding suggests that there was no substantial difference between the 
autonomy supportive and controlling managerial conditions with regard to how much 
pressure the participants felt was placed on them. Findings for this item were different 
than the other manipulation check item that referred to the controlling nature of the 
‘manager’ (“the experimenter tried to control how I acted”), for which only 10.8% of the 
participants in the controlling manager condition responded that they found this statement 
to be ‘not at all true’; additionally, participants in the controlling manager condition 
rarely found it ‘very true’ that the manager gave them the freedom to act how they 
wanted (1.5%) or provided them with choices (9.2%). Therefore, the specific phrasing of 
this item may have been too strong considering the manager in this experiment intended 
to deprive participants of their psychological needs, rather than exert force or elicit 
fear/anxiety. Participants perceived a degree of control being exerted by the ‘controlling 
manager’ but not necessarily pressure. 
After examining the distributions and means for specific items for the two 
experimental conditions (see Table 8) and dropping one of the items noted above, I 
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created a scale that averaged participants’ responses on the remaining four manager 
manipulation check items. With regard to those participants assigned to an autonomy 
supportive manager, the majority of participants (90.3%) reported, on average, that it was 
more than ‘somewhat true’ that the manager acted in an autonomy supportive way with a 
mean of 5.52, indicating that overall participants rated the manager as being autonomy 
supportive. However, there was more variability within those assigned to the controlling 
manager condition. Specifically, 25% of those in the controlling manager condition 
reported an average of greater than 4.00, indicating they believed it was more than 
‘somewhat true’ that the manager acted in an autonomy supportive way. Upon further 
examination, participants in the controlling manager condition exhibited more variability 
with regard to a particular item (“the experimenter tried to control how I acted”; M = 
5.00, SD = 2.03) as compared to the autonomy support condition (M = 5.34, SD = 1.49). 
This finding suggests that participants with a controlling manager were able to identify 
their manager as not exhibiting the traits of an autonomy supportive manager, but there 
were some differences with regard to how individuals in the controlling manager 
condition perceived the manager to be.  
Therefore, to avoid eliminating an abundance of participants, I chose a more 
lenient cutoff and retained those who were able to correctly determine the manager as not 
being autonomy supportive and eliminated 6 participants in the controlling manager 
condition who incorrectly identified the manager as being autonomy supportive. In other 
words, to pass this manipulation, participants had to “disagree” with the items (on 
average) in the controlling manager condition (i.e., a score of 6 or less) and “agree” with 
the items (on average) in the autonomy supportive manager condition (i.e., a score of 2 or 
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more). An independent samples t-test showed that average scores on the manager 
manipulation check scale were significantly different for those in the autonomy 
supportive manager condition (M = 5.53, SD = 1.12) compared to the controlling 
manager condition (M = 3.88, SD = 1.57), t(132)= 6.89, p < .01, confirming statistical 
difference in the responses provided on manipulation checks and among participants 
retained for analysis. Altogether, 7 participants were removed from analyses, and the 
means, standard deviations, and frequency in responses for individual items and overall 
scale scores are included in Table 8. 
 
 
Table 8. Descriptive Statistics for Manager Manipulation Checks and Scale Split by  
 
Condition 
 
Variable Mean SD % 
Responding 
1- 3 
% 
Responding 
4 
% 
Responding 
5-7 
Controlling Manager (N = 72)      
1. The experimenter tried to control how 
I acted. (R) 
5.00 2.03 19.4 23.6 56.9 
2. The experimenter put a lot of pressure 
on me. (excluded) 
2.60 1.49 85.9 8.5 5.6 
3. The experimenter provided me with 
choices and options.  
4.40 1.96 33.3 16.7 50.0 
4. The experimenter allowed me the 
freedom to act how I wanted with the 
customer. 
3.07 1.94 63.4 15.5 21.1 
5. The experimenter gave me the 
freedom to act how I wanted during the 
call. 
2.98 2.01 67.2 13.1 19.7 
Manager Motivational Style Scale 3.88 1.57 56.9 18.1 25.0 
Autonomy Supportive Manager (N = 62)      
1. The experimenter tried to control how I 
acted. (R) 
5.34 1.49 12.9 24.2 62.9 
2. The experimenter put a lot of pressure 
on me. (excluded) 
2.60 1.49 72.6 16.1 11.3 
3. The experimenter provided me with 
choices and options.  
5.66 1.49 9.7 11.3 79.0 
4. The experimenter allowed me the 
freedom to act how I wanted with the 
customer. 
5.55 1.40 8.1 14.5 77.4 
5. The experimenter gave me the freedom 
to act how I wanted during the call. 
5.62 1.43 9.6 13.5 76.9 
Manager Motivational Style Scale 5.52 1.12 9.7 17.7 72.6 
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In addition to the manipulation check items completed by participants, third-party 
raters were trained in listening to the calls and providing ratings as to the autonomous or 
controlled nature of participant behavior. Here the raters looked for behavior indicators of 
how manager behavior may have impacted the autonomous actions of participants, 
serving as an alternative way to gain insight into whether the experimental manipulation 
impacted participants. Of the 127 total calls evaluated by raters, 103 calls (81.10%) were 
accurately categorized by both raters as being the managerial condition (autonomy 
support, controlling) to which participants were assigned. Further, 120 of the calls were 
accurately identified by at least one of the raters (94.49%), demonstrating a clear ability 
for a third-party observer to differentiate when participants behaved in a more autonomy 
supported or controlled way. After comparing the 7 cases for which both raters 
incorrectly categorized the managerial condition, I found that 4 of these participants, 
although passing the manipulation check, gave higher ratings (i.e., reporting the highest 
rating of 7 on one or two items) with regard to how autonomy supportive the manager 
behaved when assigned to a controlling manager.   
In order to compare results of the participants’ self-reports and the third-party 
ratings, I created scales for the 4 items completed by participants as well as the 4 items 
rated by the third-party evaluator (omitting the dichotomous item of identifying whether 
participants were in autonomy supportive versus controlling manager conditions) and 
found that self-reports and third-party behavioral ratings were significantly correlated (r 
= .63, p < .01). Results found for each manager condition on the individual items and 
overall scale for the third-party ratings is included in Table 9. 
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Table 9. Descriptive Statistics for Third-Party Ratings of Managerial Conditions Split by  
 
Condition 
 
Variable Mean SD 
Controlling Manager (N = 72)   
1. Please rate how autonomous the participant sounded (5-pt). 2.06 .85 
2. Please indicate how true it was that the participant frequently 
expressed his/her own ideas or opinions (5-pt). 
1.53 .67 
3. Please rate how controlled the participant sounded (4-pt). 1.70 .76 
4. Please indicate the frequency with which the participant 
followed those instructions prescribed by the experimenter (4-pt). 
1.84 .69 
Manager Motivational Style Scale 1.76 .66 
Autonomy Supportive Manager (N = 62)   
1. Please rate how autonomous the participant sounded (5-pt). 3.90 .83 
2. Please indicate how true it was that the participant frequently 
expressed his/her own ideas or opinions (5-pt). 
3.66 .93 
3. Please rate how controlled the participant sounded (4-pt). 3.00 .42 
4. Please indicate the frequency with which the participant followed 
those instructions prescribed by the experimenter (4-pt). 
2.89 .52 
Manager Motivational Style Scale 3.56 .77 
Note. Some items have different response scales (5-point or 4-point response scales), so these are indicated 
after each item in parentheses for interpretation purposes. 
 
There were no significant differences between those calls that were correctly 
identified by both raters and those incorrectly identified (by both) for any of the mean 
continuous ratings or post-simulation well-being measures. In other words, there is no 
significant difference with regard to the criteria of interest between the calls that were 
categorized correctly by raters and those that were not. Also, by calculating Cohen’s 
kappa I found strong inter-rater reliability (κ = .73), which represents the proportion of 
rater agreement corrected for chance (Fleiss & Cohen, 1973) that the two raters identified 
participants as being in the same managerial conditions. Therefore, the two raters 
similarly identified participants with regard to their assigned managerial condition 
beyond mere chance, suggesting that participant behavior reflected the manager 
motivational style.  
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The perceived realism of the call center simulation was also tested using three 
items that participants completed post-simulation. Using a 5-point response scale 
measuring the extent to which participants agreed that the call center was 
realistic/believable (1 = “strongly disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”), participants reported 
that the simulation was realistic, on average (M = 3.83, SD = .86). Only 11 individuals of 
the total sample (12.7%) reported a score below 3.0, indicating the majority of 
participants felt the experimental paradigm and customer contact was real. Also, 
regression analyses showed that the manager manipulation (β = -.01, n.s.), customer 
manipulation (β = .06, n.s.), and interaction of manager and customer manipulations (β = 
.06, n.s.) did not significantly impact responses regarding call center realism. There may 
have been some level of suspicion on behalf of the student participants as to the 
authenticity of the call center, but participant responses suggest they felt a similar 
experience to what call center workers feel. Thus, neither the customer nor manager’s 
behavior affected how believable the call center simulation appeared to participants. 
Potential effects of using different confederate callers (5 in total) on ratings of 
participant need satisfaction and affect as well as third-party ratings of performance were 
tested via an analysis of variance. However, there were no significant differences on the 
average continuous-level ratings (i.e., the average across the entire performance episode) 
between the confederate callers, even after examining each phase of the call (see Tables 
10 and 11). In addition, I conducted an analysis of variance to see if there were 
interactive effects of the confederate caller and experimental condition on any of the 
continuous-level ratings. There were no significant interactive effects on ratings, with the 
exception of confederate caller 4 with managerial condition predicting continuously-rated 
 83 
autonomy need satisfaction (F(1) = 5.01, p < .05) and affect (F(1) = 5.85, p < .05). This 
indicates that the managerial condition and something about caller 4’s reading of the 
script (n = 7 scripts read) interacted to significantly predict autonomy need satisfaction 
and affect while none of the other four confederate callers produced this result. There 
could have been a detectable difference in this particular confederate’s tone/delivery.   
 
Table 10. Analysis of Variance Results Examining Confederate Effects 
Confederate 
Effects 
Caller 1 
N = 37 
Caller 2 
N = 51 
Caller 3 
N = 30 
Caller 4 
N = 7 
Caller 5 
N = 2 
 
Variable Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F 
1. Affect  13.73 12.68 12.74 11.34 12.17 1.90 
2. Autonomy NS  11.96 11.48 11.29 10.15 15.15 1.39 
3. Competence NS  14.60 13.39 14.06 12.40 13.18 1.65 
4. Performance  13.67 13.62 13.58 13.46 13.40 .38 
Note. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = competence need satisfaction.  
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 
 
 
Table 11. Analysis of Variance Results Examining Confederate Effects Split by Phase 
 
Phase I 
Confederate 
Effects 
Caller 1 
N = 37 
Caller 2 
N = 51 
Caller 3 
N = 30 
Caller 4 
N = 7 
Caller 5 
N = 2 
 
Variable Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F 
1. Affect  13.96 13.16 13.38 12.66 12.34 .79 
2. Autonomy NS  11.78 11.67 11.36 10.75 15.06 .63 
3. Competence NS  14.57 13.63 14.50 13.58 14.70 .66 
4. Performance  13.63 13.72 13.61 13.62 13.50 .21 
Note. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = competence need satisfaction.  
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 
 
Phase II 
Confederate Effects Caller 1 
N = 37 
Caller 2 
N = 51 
Caller 3 
N = 30 
Caller 4 
N = 7 
Caller 5 
N = 2 
 
Variable Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F 
1. Affect  13.51 12.20 12.09 10.03 12.01 1.25 
2. Autonomy NS  12.15 11.30 11.22 9.54 15.24 .83 
3. Competence NS  14.64 13.15 13.62 11.22 11.66 1.24 
4. Performance  13.71 13.52 13.55 13.30 13.29 .54 
Note. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = competence need satisfaction.  
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 
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Also, to help rule out a potential order effect in the presentation of the continuous 
ratings of need satisfaction, a counterbalancing procedure was used (as outlined in Figure 
15). Affect ratings were always completed first, and either autonomy or competence need 
satisfaction was completed as the second rating, with the remaining need satisfaction 
construct completed last. Results from an independent samples t-test show there were no 
significant differences on any of the continuous-level variables due to the sequence in 
which participants completed the ratings. Thus, there were no significant confederate 
effects. Results can be found in Tables 12 and 13 for the entire performance episode and 
also for the two phases. I also tested for potential interactive effects of counterbalancing 
and experimental condition, but an analysis of variance revealed that there were no 
significant interactive effects on any of the continuously-rated variables.  
 
Table 12. T-test Results Examining Counterbalancing Effects 
Counterbalancing Effects Autonomy 
First 
Competence 
First 
  
Variable Mean Mean df t 
1. Affect  12.53 13.09 125 -1.13 
2. Autonomy NS  11.29 11.88 125 -.92 
3. Competence NS  13.79 13.72 125 .12 
4. Performance  13.70 13.51 125 -1.13 
Note. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = competence need satisfaction.  
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 
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Table 13. T-test Results Examining Counterbalancing Split by Phase 
 
Phase I     
Counterbalancing Effects Autonomy 
First 
Competence 
First 
  
Variable Mean Mean df t 
1. Affect  13.26 13.53 125 -.59 
2. Autonomy NS  11.23 11.99 125 -1.21 
3. Competence NS  14.06 14.19 125 -.22 
4. Performance  13.73 13.59 125 1.23 
Phase II 
Counterbalancing Effects Autonomy 
First 
Competence 
First 
  
Variable Mean Mean df t 
1. Affect  11.94 12.89 125 -1.27 
2. Autonomy NS  11.26 11.71 125 -.54 
3. Competence NS  13.79 13.36 125 -1.27 
4. Performance  13.67 13.47 125 1.30 
Note. SD = standard deviation. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = 
competence need satisfaction.  
* p < .05; ** p < .01.  
 
Hypothesis 1 
 
 Hypothesis 1 proposed a main effect of manager motivational style on end-of-call 
well-being measures (i.e., positive affect, negative affect, psychological vitality, and 
emotional exhaustion). As noted previously, managerial style was coded, such that +.5 
represents the autonomy supportive condition, and -.5 represents the controlling 
condition.  In a similar fashion, customer treatment was coded as +.5 for non-aggressive 
customers and -.5 for aggressive ones. Therefore, the interaction term, representing the 
interaction of manager motivational style and customer treatment, led to values of either 
+.25 (for autonomy support-nonaggressive or controlling-aggressive conditions) or -.25 
(for autonomy support-aggressive or controlling-nonaggressive conditions) depending on 
the valence of the manager and customer codes.  When testing this hypothesis, the 
customer treatment variable was also included in the regression model—in order to 
control for possible customer effects—as well as the manager-customer interaction term.  
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In support of hypotheses 1a and 1c, manager motivational style significantly 
predicted average positive affect (β = .22, p < .05) and psychological vitality (β = .24, p < 
.01) such that participants in the condition with an autonomy supportive manager 
experienced more positive emotions (M = 5.31, SD = .86)  and vitality (M = 3.66, SD = 
.67), as reported after the call than did participants in the condition with the controlling 
manager (positive affect: M = 4.92, SD = .99; vitality: M = 3.30, SD = .82). However, 
managerial style did not significantly predict negative affect (β = -.04, n.s.) or emotional 
exhaustion (β = -.04, n.s.) reported following the customer call. Results are in Table 14. 
 
Table 14. Regression Results for Post-Simulation Well-Being and Average Performance 
 
 β SE R2 ∆R2 
Positive Affect     
Manager .22* (.16)   
Customer .31*** (.16) .138  
Mgr x Customer .11 (.31) .150 .012 
Negative Affect    
Manager -.04 (.17)   
Customer -.61*** (.17) .367  
Mgr x Customer -.01 (.34) .367 .00 
Vitality     
Manager .24** (.13)   
Customer .26** (.13) .117  
Mgr x Customer .06 (.26) .120 .003 
Emotional Exhaustion     
Manager -.04 (.13)   
Customer -.64*** (.13) .413  
Mgr x Customer -.03 (.25) .414 .001 
Performance     
Manager .07 (.11)   
Customer .39*** (.11) .153  
Mgr x Customer .10 (.22) .162 .009 
Note. Values are standardized Beta weights. Values in parentheses are standard errors. Bolded terms are 
those significantly different from the previous hypothesis testing. † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < 
.001. 
 
Hypothesis 2  
 Hypothesis 2 proposed that manager motivational style will have a main effect on 
average performance ratings (provided by third-party raters). Customer treatment and the 
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manager-customer interaction term were both included in this regression model. In 
contrast to this prediction, managerial style did not significantly predict average third-
party performance ratings (β = .07, n.s.), indicating that managerial style did not account 
for significant variance in the performance ratings of participant customer service. In 
other words, participants were rated equivalently on their customer service quality 
regardless of having autonomy supportive (M = 13.64, SD = .80) or controlling managers 
(M =13.56, SD = .55). The results are included in Table 14.  
Hypothesis 3 
 For hypothesis 3, it was proposed that mean need satisfaction (for autonomy and 
competence) would mediate the effects of managerial style on well-being and average 
performance ratings. Prior to testing this hypothesis, I first ran bivariate correlations and 
regression models between the predictor, mediator, and outcome variables. Correlational 
analyses showed that the managerial style manipulation significantly related to average 
post-simulation ratings of positive affect (r = .21, p < .05) and psychological vitality (r = 
.23, p < .01), but not other outcomes (i.e., average post-simulation negative affect or 
emotional exhaustion, average continuous ratings of performance). The mediating 
variables (autonomy and competence need satisfaction) significantly correlated with all 
outcome variables as well, with the exception of autonomy need satisfaction and third-
party performance (r = .10, n.s.). Results from the correlational analyses can be found in 
Table 15. 
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Table 15. Correlations Between Predictor, Mediator, and Outcome Variables 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Manager Condition --      
2. Customer Condition -.02 --     
3. Avg Affect  .05 .53** --    
4. Avg Autonomy NS  .22* .36** .47**  --   
5. Avg Competence NS  -.03 .39** .74** .39** --  
6. Avg Performance  .06 .39** .31** .10 .29** -- 
7. PostSim Positive Affect  .21* .30** .43** .37** .38** .27** 
8. PostSim Negative Affect  -.02 -.61** -.61** -.56** -.60** -.31** 
9. PostSim Vitality  .23** .25** .37** .32** .35** .34** 
10. PostSim EmoExhaustion  -.02 -.64** -.57** -.53** -.49** -.31** 
 
Variable   7 8 9 10 
7. PostSim Positive Affect    --    
8. PostSim Negative Affect    -.44** --   
9. PostSim Psychological Vitality    .65** -.38** --  
10. PostSim EmoExhaustion    -.42** .66** -.37** -- 
Note. Avg = average of continuously rated reports, data aggregated to person level. PostSim = Post-
Simulation or after the customer call. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = 
competence need satisfaction. Manager Condition coded as +.5 = autonomy supportive and -.5 controlling 
manager. Customer Condition coded as +.5 non-aggressive and -.5 aggressive customer.  
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 
 
I employed the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013) including bootstrapping 
procedures to test the direct and indirect effects of manager motivational style on well-
being (positive affect, negative affect, vitality, emotionality exhaustion) through 
autonomy and competence need satisfaction. The effect of the managerial style 
manipulation on positive affect (b = .14, SE = .07, 95% CI: [.03, .32]), negative affect (b 
= -.29, SE = .13, 95% CI: [-.57, -.06]), vitality (b = .09, SE = .05, 95% CI: [.02, .21]), and 
emotional exhaustion (b = -.21, SE = .10, 95% CI: [-.43, -.05]) was significantly mediated 
by continuously-rated autonomy need satisfaction, but there was no significant mediation 
for the managerial style – performance relationship, (b = .03, SE = .03, CI: [-.02, .11]). 
These findings suggest that participant in vivo ratings of autonomy need satisfaction 
explain a significant portion of variance between managerial style (autonomy supportive, 
controlling) and end-of-call reports of well-being. Therefore, hypothesis 3a is partially 
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supported for autonomy need satisfaction in that autonomy need satisfaction significantly 
mediates the relationship between managerial style and well-being (but not performance 
ratings).  
The effect of the managerial style manipulation on well-being and performance 
ratings was not significantly mediated by competence need satisfaction. Unlike autonomy 
need satisfaction, participants’ average ratings of competence did not help to explain the 
relationship between managerial style and outcomes. Thus, hypothesis 3b was not 
supported. All results from the bootstrapping procedures are included in Table 16. 
 
Table 16. Bootstrapping Analysis of Effect of Manager on Well-Being/Performance via  
 
Need Satisfaction 
 
95% Bias-Corrected Bootstrap Confidence Intervals 
 Autonomy NS Competence NS 
 Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Positive Affect .03 .32 -.16 .11 
Negative Affect -.57 -.06 -.21 .29 
Vitality .02 .21 -.13 .07 
EmoExhaustion -.43 -.05 -.13 .19 
Performance -.02 .11 -.10 .05 
Note. Results are based on 1,000 samples. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = 
competence need satisfaction. EmoExhaustion = emotional exhaustion. 
 
 
Thus far, I had tested for indirect effects by including one mediating variable (i.e., 
autonomy need satisfaction or competence need satisfaction) at a time. However, it is 
helpful to determine the strength of these mediators when run in analyses together in 
order to more precisely identify which variable explains the variance beyond the others. 
Therefore, I conducted the same tests for indirect effects with autonomy need 
satisfaction, competence need satisfaction, as well as affect (as a control variable) as 
three mediators.  
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As was found in the previous analysis, competence need satisfaction had no 
significant indirect effects of manager motivational style on well-being outcomes or 
performance ratings. Autonomy need satisfaction significantly mediated the relationship 
between manager motivational style and negative affect (b = -.17, SE = .08, CI: [-.37, -
.04]) and emotional exhaustion (b = -.14, SE = .07, CI: [-.30, -.03]) as was seen before; 
however, the previously significant indirect effects of manager motivational style on 
positive affect (b = .07, SE = .05, CI: [-.0003, .21]) and vitality (b = .04, SE = .04, CI: [-
.01, .14]) via autonomy need satisfaction no longer exist. Results from these analyses are 
included in Table 17. Affect did not significantly mediate the relationship between 
manager motivational style and any outcome variables, which confirms that autonomy 
need satisfaction mediates some of these relationships beyond what is explained by 
affect. 
 
Table 17. Bootstrapping Analysis of Effect of Manager on Well-Being/Performance via  
 
Autonomy and Competence Need Satisfaction and Affect 
 
95% Bias-Corrected Bootstrap Confidence Intervals 
 Autonomy NS Competence NS Affect 
 Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Positive Affect -.0003 .21 -.14 .03 -.04 .16 
Negative Affect -.37 -.04 -.08 .17 -.19 .06 
Vitality -.01 .14 -.12 .03 -.02 .13 
EmoExhaustion -.30 -.03 -.02 .10 -.16 .06 
Performance -.11 .02 -.10 .02 -.03 .13 
Note. Results are based on 1,000 samples. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = 
competence need satisfaction. EmoExhaustion = emotional exhaustion. Bolded terms represent findings 
that are different as compared to the previous analysis without affect included. 
 
 
I also tested for mediation using the continuous ratings separately from phase I 
and phase II of the calls as mediators because the customer manipulation did not occur 
until phase II. On the one hand, the phase I data was not affected by customer treatment, 
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so it is possible this would enable the more modest effects of managerial treatment to 
emerge. Alternatively, one might expect that the effects of the manipulations may only 
emerge at phase II when the customer treatment differences occur. When examining the 
continuous ratings for the two call phases separately, the same pattern of findings was 
observed: autonomy need satisfaction significantly mediated the relationship between 
manager motivational style and all well-being outcomes (positive affect, negative affect, 
vitality, and emotional exhaustion). Autonomy need satisfaction did not mediate the 
relationship for performance ratings as noted before, and competence need satisfaction 
exhibited no significant indirect effects for any well-being or performance outcomes. 
These results further confirm that the manager’s motivational style affected employees’ 
attitudes by way of satisfying their needs for autonomy, not competence. The findings 
separated by phase are included in Table 18.  
 
Table 18. Bootstrapping Analysis for Manager on Well-Being/Performance Split by 
Phase of Call 
 
Note. Results are based on 1,000 samples. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = 
competence need satisfaction. EmoExhaustion = emotional exhaustion. 
 
95% Bias-Corrected Bootstrap Confidence Intervals 
Phase I     
 Autonomy NS Competence NS 
 Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Positive Affect .01 .23 -.14 .04 
Negative Affect -.40 -.02 -.10 .22 
Vitality .001 .14 -.12 .04 
EmoExhaustion -.30 -.02 -.04 .13 
Performance -.08 .02 -.08 .02 
Phase II   
 Autonomy NS Competence NS 
 Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Positive Affect .02 .30 -.13 .13 
Negative Affect -.56 -.04 -.24 .26 
Vitality .02 .22 -.11 .08 
EmoExhaustion -.43 -.04 -.16 .20 
Performance -.02 .25 -.12 .11 
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Hypothesis 4 
Hypothesis 4 proposed a main effect of customer treatment (i.e., aggressive, non-
aggressive) on end-of-call well-being. Again, managerial style and the manager-customer 
interaction effects were included in the regression model (see Table 16). Customer 
treatment significantly predicted all well-being outcomes: positive affect (β = .31, p < 
.01), negative affect (β = -.61, p < .01), vitality (β = .26, p < .01), and emotional 
exhaustion (β = -.64, p < .01), such that an aggressive customer resulted in participants 
experiencing greater negative emotions (M = 3.85, SD = 1.06) and emotional exhaustion 
(M = 2.56, SD = .87) compared to those who encountered non-aggressive customers 
(negative affect: M = 2.43, SD = .82; emotional exhaustion: M = 1.39, SD = .49). 
Additionally, those who faced aggressive customers reported less positive emotions (M = 
4.82, SD = .92) and psychological vitality (M = 3.28, SD = .74) compared to those who 
interacted with non-aggressive customers (positive affect: M = 5.39, SD = .89; vitality: M 
= 3.66, SD = .76). Therefore, hypothesis 4 was supported. These results can be found in 
Table 14. 
Hypothesis 5 
Hypothesis 5 proposed that customer treatment would have a main effect on 
average performance ratings. This hypothesis was supported (β = .39, p < .01), such that 
those dealing with non-aggressive customers received significantly higher performance 
ratings (M = 13.85, SD = .65) compared to participants facing aggressive customers (M = 
13.33, SD = .61), t (125) = 4.67, p < .01. Therefore, only the customer behavior towards 
the participant (and not the manager behavior) seemed to significantly influence how the 
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participant performed as a customer service representative. Results for this hypothesis 
can also be found in Table 14. 
 Hypotheses 4 and 5 were also tested controlling for average ratings of 
continuously-rated participant emotionality in order to more precisely determine how 
much variance was accounted for by the customer treatment above and beyond the 
participant’s subsequent affective state. Contrary to previous results, after controlling for 
participant emotionality it was found that customer treatment no longer significantly 
predicted participants’ positive affect (β = .12, n.s.) or psychological vitality (β = .09, 
n.s.). All other well-being outcomes (negative affect: β = -.39, p < .01; emotional 
exhaustion: β = -.48, p < .01) and third-party performance ratings (β = .31, p < .01) were 
still significantly predicted by customer treatment, however. Interestingly, participant 
emotionality significantly predicted all four well-being outcomes, yet emotionality did 
not significantly predict performance ratings (β = .15, n.s.) and customer treatment did.  
Hypothesis 6 
Hypothesis 6 predicted that mean need satisfaction would mediate the effects of 
customer treatment on well-being and average performance ratings. As was done in 
hypothesis 3, preliminary correlation and regression analyses were first conducted, and 
the customer treatment manipulation significantly correlated with all well-being and 
performance outcomes. Please note that, as shown before in hypothesis 3, the mediating 
variables (autonomy and competence need satisfaction) significantly correlated with all 
outcome variables, aside from the non-significant relationship between autonomy need 
satisfaction and third-party performance (r = .10, n.s.).  
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Next, the bootstrapping procedure (Hayes, 2013) was used to test for direct and 
indirect effects. The effect of the customer treatment manipulation on positive affect (b = 
.20, SE = .09, 95% CI: [.07, .42]), negative affect (b = -.33, SE = .09, 95% CI: [-.56, -
.18]), vitality (b = .14, SE = .06, 95% CI: [.04, .30]), and emotional exhaustion (b = -.23, 
SE = .07, 95% CI: [-.40, -.11]) was significantly mediated by autonomy need satisfaction 
as well as competence need satisfaction (positive affect: b = .22, SE = .10, 95% CI: [.07, 
.45], negative affect: b = -.39, SE = .11, 95% CI: [-.63, -.21], vitality: b = .08, SE = .07, 
95% CI: [.07, .33], emotional exhaustion: b = -.20, SE = .07, 95% CI: [-.38, -.08]).  Yet, 
the effect of customer treatment on third-party performance ratings was not significantly 
mediated by either autonomy (b = -.02, SE = .04, 95% CI: [-.12, .06]) or competence 
need satisfaction, (b = .08, SE = .05, 95% CI: [-.001, 19]). Said another way, participant 
continuous ratings of autonomy and competence help to explain the relationship between 
customer behavior (aggressive, non-aggressive) and subsequent reports of participant 
well-being; yet, these ratings of autonomy and competence do not explain the effect of 
customer behavior on mean levels of continuously rated participant performance. Thus, 
hypothesis 6 is partially supported for both autonomy and competence need satisfaction, 
such that they mediate the relationship between customer treatment and well-being (but 
not performance). Results can be found in Table 19. 
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Table 19. Bootstrapping Analysis of Effect of Customer Treatment on Well- 
 
Being/Performance via Need Satisfaction 
 
95% Bias-Corrected Bootstrap Confidence Intervals 
 Autonomy NS Competence NS 
 Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Positive Affect .07 .42 .07 .45 
Negative Affect -.56 -.18 -.63 -.21 
Vitality .04 .30 .07 .33 
EmoExhaustion -.40 -.11 -.38 -.08 
Performance -.12 .06 -.001 .19 
Note. Results are based on 1,000 samples. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = 
competence need satisfaction. EmoExhaustion = emotional exhaustion. 
 
 
To test Hypothesis 6, as I had done for Hypothesis 3, I tested the indirect effects 
of customer treatment on outcomes as mediated by all three potential mediating variables: 
autonomy need satisfaction, competence need satisfaction, and affect. There were a few 
important differences in these findings as compared to when each mediator was tested 
separately. First, competence need satisfaction no longer significantly mediated the 
relationship between customer treatment and positive affect (b = .08, SE = .11, CI: [-.12, 
.33]), vitality (b = .09, SE = .09, CI: [-.08, .27]), and emotional exhaustion (b = -.10, SE = 
.07, CI: [-.28, .02]). Next, autonomy need satisfaction also did not significantly mediate 
the relationship between customer treatment and vitality (b = .09, SE = .06, CI: [-.002, 
.23]). However, there is still support for need satisfaction explaining the relationship 
between customer treatment and employee outcomes beyond that of affect, as affect 
exhibited no significant indirect effects of customer treatment on well-being or 
performance ratings. Results from these analyses are included in Table 20. 
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Table 20. Bootstrapping Analysis of Effect of Customer Treatment on Well-Being/ 
 
Performance via Autonomy and Competence Need Satisfaction and Affect 
 
95% Bias-Corrected Bootstrap Confidence Intervals 
 Autonomy NS Competence NS Affect 
 Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Positive Affect .02 .33 -.12 .33 -.06 .52 
Negative Affect -.43 -.12 -.50 -.10 -.34 .11 
Vitality -.002 .23 -.08 .27 -.09 .40 
EmoExhaustion -.33 -.08 -.28 .02 -.29 .07 
Performance -.17 .02 -.04 .24 -.14 .29 
Note. Results are based on 1,000 samples. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = 
competence need satisfaction. EmoExhaustion = emotional exhaustion. Bolded terms represent findings 
that are different as compared to the previous analysis. 
 
As was done for the previous mediation hypothesis (H6), I tested the direct and 
indirect effects again but with Phase I and Phase II separately to examine if need 
satisfaction has a stronger/weaker effect on the relationship between customer treatment 
and employee outcomes depending on the type of customer treatment (i.e., neutral in 
Phase I, aggressive or non-aggressive in Phase II). Data from Phase II only resulted in the 
same findings as was found for data across the entire customer call; autonomy and 
competence need satisfaction both significantly mediated the relationship between 
customer treatment and well-being outcomes (but not performance ratings). For Phase I, 
however, there were considerably different findings. Autonomy and competence need 
satisfaction exhibited no significant indirect effects of customer treatment on any of the 
well-being outcomes. Previously, autonomy and competence need satisfaction mediated 
the effect of customer treatment on well-being, but during the first neutral phase of the 
customer call it seems as though need satisfaction did not significantly mediate any of 
these employee outcomes. This makes sense, since the customer manipulation (via need 
satisfaction) should begin to have significant effects on employee outcomes in Phase II 
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when the confederate caller starts acting more aggressively or pleasantly. All results are 
in Table 21. 
 
Table 21. Bootstrapping Analysis for Customer on Well-Being/Performance Split by 
 
Phase 
 
95% Bias-Corrected Bootstrap Confidence Intervals 
Phase I     
 Autonomy NS Competence NS 
 Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Positive Affect -.01 .17 -.12 .06 
Negative Affect -.23 .03 -.13 .19 
Vitality -.01 .12 -.10 .05 
EmoExhaustion -.18 .02 -.07 .10 
Performance -.06 .01 -.06 .03 
Phase II   
 Autonomy NS Competence NS 
 Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Positive Affect .11 .56 .04 .64 
Negative Affect -.72 -.27 -.85 -.25 
Vitality .07 .41 .08 .47 
EmoExhaustion -.48 -.14 -.54 -.09 
Performance -.11 .18 -.12 .28 
Note. Results are based on 1,000 samples. Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = 
competence need satisfaction. EmoExhaustion = emotional exhaustion. 
 
 
Hypothesis 7 
 Hypothesis 7 predicted an interactive effect between managerial style and 
customer treatment on average well-being. More specifically, I predicted that for those 
assigned to the aggressive customer treatment condition, participants with an autonomy 
supportive manager would report greater well-being, on average, compared to those with 
a controlling manager. As explained earlier, the manager and customer manipulations 
were effect coded (+.5 autonomy supported, -.5 controlling; +.5 non-aggressive, -.5 
aggressive) in order to model main effects as well as the manager-customer interaction 
(Cohen et al., 2013).  Thus, the manager-customer interaction resulted in values of either 
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+.25 (autonomy supportive-nonaggressive, controlling-aggressive) or -.25 (autonomy 
supportive-aggressive, controlling-nonaggressive).  
There was no support for hypothesis 7 in that the manager-customer interaction 
did not significantly predict positive affect (β = .21, n.s.), negative affect (β = -.01, n.s.), 
psychological vitality (β = .06, n.s.), or emotional exhaustion (β = -.03, n.s.). Therefore, 
these findings suggest that customer treatment significantly predicts well-being and, for 
some outcomes, managerial style significantly predicts as well; however, there is no 
interactive effect of these two variables on participant well-being. Also, as an exploratory 
analysis, I examined if the manager-customer interaction would predict the average of 
continuously rated performance, but the interaction did not significantly predict 
performance either (β = .10, n.s.).  
Average Simulation Ratings as Predictors of Corresponding  
Post-Simulation Ratings 
 One additional set of analyses was conducted using the person-level data for 
exploratory reasons. Participants continuously rated need satisfaction and affect during 
the simulation, but also provided global evaluations of these same constructs once the call 
center simulation had ended (post-simulation). Therefore, I ran analyses to examine 
relationships between reports of need satisfaction and affect during and after the 
simulation. This extends the measurement period to several minutes after the customer 
encounter has ended and answers questions as to the duration of the call center effects. I 
conducted correlational analyses to test the relationships between the averages of all 
continuous ratings with their corresponding post-simulation ratings. There were 
significant correlations between the simulation and post-simulation ratings for autonomy 
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need satisfaction (r = .47, p <.01), competence need satisfaction (r = .38, p < .01), and 
affect (positive affect: r = .43, p < .01; negative affect: r = -.61, p < .01). 
 Further, regression analyses were run with the average ratings of all three focal 
variables included as predictors. Results (shown in Table 22) showed that average ratings 
provided during the simulation significantly related to the post-simulation reports for that 
same variable (autonomy need satisfaction: β = .51, p < .01; competence: β = .21, p < .10; 
affect predicting post-simulation positive affect: β = .25, p < .10; affect predicting post-
simulation negative affect: β = -.25, p < .05). The most robust predictor of post-
simulation ratings was autonomy need satisfaction, such that it significantly predicted all 
outcomes. Also, average ratings of affect significantly predicted all post-simulation 
ratings with the exception of autonomy need satisfaction (β = .12, n.s.) and vitality (β = 
.18, n.s.). 
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Table 22. Regression Results for Average Simulation and Post-Simulation Ratings 
 
 Standardized 
Coefficients 
R2 
DV: PostSim Autonomy NS   
Avg Autonomy NS .51*** (.03) .29 
Avg Competence NS -.07 (.05)  
Avg Affect .12 (.05)  
DV: PostSim Competence NS   
Autonomy NS .22** (.03) .34 
Competence NS .21† (.04)  
Avg Affect .27* (.05)  
DV: PostSim Positive Affect    
Autonomy NS .21* (.02) .23 
Competence NS .11 (.04)  
Avg Affect .25† (.04)  
DV: PostSim Negative Affect    
Autonomy NS -.34*** (.02) .51 
Competence NS -.28** (.04)  
Avg Affect -.25* (.04)  
DV: PostSim Vitality   
Autonomy NS .18† (.02) .18 
Competence NS .15 (.03)  
Avg Affect .18 (.04)  
DV: PostSim EmoExhaustion    
Autonomy NS -.34*** (.02) .42 
Competence NS -.13 (.03)  
Avg Affect -.32** (.04)  
Note. Values are standardized Beta weights. Values in parentheses are standard errors. 
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
 
Hypothesis Testing Using Self-Reports Rather Than Manipulation as Predictors 
 As has been done in previous social-cognitive research (e.g., Harter, 1982; Lord 
& Maher, 2002), often the individual’s perception of the environment can be of interest 
and may differ from the reality of the situation. I tested my hypotheses again by including 
the participant self-reports of managerial and customer behavior (i.e., responses to 
manager and customer manipulation checks) as the predictors of employee outcomes in 
place of the experimental assignments. By testing the main effects and interactive effects 
of the manager and customer behavior in this way, I can determine if there are 
discrepancies between results reflecting the experimental assignment versus the 
participants’ perceptions. To begin, I created composite scales comprised of participant 
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responses to manipulation checks on manager and customer behavior. Both scales 
demonstrated sufficient internal consistency (manager scale: r = .80, customer scale: r = 
.88).   
 Then I ran regression analyses with the manager composite scale, customer 
composite scale, and interaction of the two composite scales in the model predicting post-
simulation well-being and average third-party performance ratings. The manager 
composite scale did not have significant effects on performance ratings or well-being, 
with the exception of marginally significant effects on positive affect (β = .32, p < .10). 
Therefore, the perceptions of manager and customer behavior held by participants do not 
provide better predictive ability with regard to subsequent employee well-being and 
performance; these findings did not warrant further investigation with regard to 
predicting trends and end-of-call ratings as will be tested for hypotheses 8-11. Instead, 
participants’ perceptions did not significantly predict many of the significant employee 
outcomes seen in prior hypothesis testing using experimental assignment as the predictor 
(i.e., manager self-report scale did not significantly predict employee vitality, customer 
self-report scale did not significantly predict positive affect, negative affect, vitality, or 
performance). Also, similar to findings seen in hypothesis 7, the interaction of the 
manager and customer scales did not significantly predict any well-being or performance 
outcomes.   
Within-Event Analyses 
The remaining hypotheses and analyses in this chapter differ from the tests that 
were done using aggregated (person-level) data up to this point. Instead, the analyses in 
this section investigate the dynamics that occur within people and within the customer 
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service event. Therefore, this marks a shift toward using the continuous-level data and 
multilevel analyses, all of which were tested in HLM (6.02; Bryk, Raudenbush, & 
Congdon, 2006). First, I examined whether there was substantial within-person 
variability in the focal variables. For each of the continuously rated measures, the 
percentage of total variance that was within-persons was greater than 50% for both types 
of need satisfaction (autonomy: 50.87%; competence: 58.23%), third-party performance 
ratings (62.45%), and emotionality/affect (67.7%), supporting the use of multilevel 
modeling and illustrated in Table 23.   
 
Table 23. HLM Estimates of Null Models 
 
Variable Within-
Person 
Variance  
(σ2) 
Between-Person 
Variance  (τ00) 
% of total variance 
that is within 
persons 
Autonomy NS 13.42 12.97 50.87% 
Competence NS 14.57 10.45 58.23% 
Performance  .77 .46 62.45% 
Emotionality 16.73 7.98 67.70% 
Note. % of total variance that is within-person was computed using the formula σ2 / (σ2 + τ00). 
 
Figures 18-21 present the average continuous ratings for each experimental 
condition throughout the entire length of the call. (For an example of what trends look 
like for individual participants, and not aggregated data, four graphs to represent each of 
the experimental conditions are included in Appendix H.) As can be seen, these figures 
show that average ratings of autonomy and competence need satisfaction and affect 
generally increase or decrease over time for aggressive and non-aggressive customer 
interactions, respectively. In particular, the controlling-aggressive condition exhibited 
stronger declines in both autonomy and competence need satisfaction compared to the 
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autonomy support-aggressive condition, signifying how the autonomy supportive 
manager reduced some of the negative effects of aggressive customers on employees.  
Contrary to the trend seen in ratings of need satisfaction, third-party performance 
ratings were steady throughout the length of the call, demonstrating the least amount of 
change over the duration of the calls. The most noteworthy observation pertaining to 
performance ratings was how participants in the non-aggressive customer conditions 
showed an upward trend in performance ratings toward the end of the call, whereas those 
individuals in the aggressive customer conditions receive a relatively flatter trajectory for 
performance ratings during the latter portion of their interaction. Lastly, participant affect 
exhibited within-person variability and, for autonomy support manager conditions, trends 
for affect resembled that of competence and autonomy need satisfaction. However, in the 
controlling manager condition affect did not couple as closely with need satisfaction, 
suggesting that participants distinguished positive/negative emotions from the extent to 
which psychological needs were being met when the manager was more controlling (i.e., 
not as likely to satisfy their needs). 
 104 
 
 
Figure 18. Average continuous ratings across call for autonomy support-aggressive 
 
condition. 
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Figure 19. Average continuous ratings across call for autonomy support-nonaggressive 
 
condition. 
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Figure 20. Average continuous ratings across call for controlling-aggressive condition. 
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Figure 21. Average continuous ratings across call for controlling-nonaggressive 
 
condition. 
 
The following analyses pertain to Hypotheses 8-11 and focus on testing the 
growth trajectories across the entire length of the calls and examining whether the 
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level-1 predictors of each continuously-rated variable. The data was coded so that the 
intercept would correspond to the last rating provided by each individual (as opposed to 
the first rating, or in the case of centering, somewhere in the middle of the calls). All of 
the results from the multilevel regression models run using HLM can be found in Tables 
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continuously-rated variables (within-person variance for autonomy: pseudo-r2 = .002; 
competence: pseudo-r2 = .02). Please note that, in this instance, time represented a non-
randomly varying variable and, therefore it was tested as a fixed variable in the model. 
However, in order to estimate the pseudo r-squared values for the predictor variables 
accounting for slope variance, I also modeled the time predictors as random in a separate 
analysis. Next, I added the squared value of time in Model 2, and found that less than 1% 
of incremental variance for autonomy or competence need satisfaction was accounted for 
at level 1 by this squared term. When adding more polynomials to the models such as 
time cubed or time to the fourth power, there were no significant effects (and often the 
models would not run), so only linear and curvilinear terms are reported.  
In Model 3 the level-2 predictor of customer treatment was added to predict the 
intercept only. In Model 4 customer treatment at level 2 predicts not just the intercept but 
also the slopes of time and time-squared terms. Finally, Model 5 includes the addition of 
manager motivational style and the manager-customer interaction terms at level 2 to 
predict intercepts and slopes of time and time-squared variables at level 1.  
Hypothesis 8  
Hypothesis 8 predicted that customer treatment would affect participant reports of 
psychological need satisfaction over the course of the call and in the form of end-of-call 
reports. It was expected that for those assigned to the aggressive customer treatment, 
participants would report greater declines in need satisfaction throughout the call and 
lower end-of-call need satisfaction ratings. I tested these predictions by running several 
models using multi-level regression analyses in HLM. 
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Model 3 illustrates how the customer treatment accounted for 13% and 12% of 
level-2 variance in autonomy and competence need satisfaction, respectively. Also, less 
than 1% of the slope variance for time was accounted for by any of the level-2 variables 
(customer, manager, manager-customer interaction) tested in the models. More 
importantly, Model 4 demonstrates that customer treatment significantly predicted the 
linear slope for autonomy (β = -.05, p < .01) and competence need satisfaction (β = -.07, 
n.s.). In addition, there was support for customer treatment significantly predicting the 
curvilinear trend for autonomy (β = .0001, p < .01) and competence need satisfaction (β 
= .0001, p < .05) as well. Therefore, Hypothesis 8a is supported.  
Figures 22 and 23 illustrate the curvilinear effect of customer treatment on 
autonomy and competence need satisfaction over the course of the call. All participants 
begin with roughly the same level of need satisfaction, but those facing a non-aggressive 
customer exhibit increases in both autonomy and competence need satisfaction over the 
course of the call. Specifically, the increase in autonomy need satisfaction appears to be 
almost linear, but competence need satisfaction levels off initially before increasing over 
time. Conversely, participants assigned to an aggressive customer demonstrate strong 
decline in autonomy and competence need satisfaction over time. Changes in autonomy 
need satisfaction (a decline, in this case) are more gradual as compared to the more 
sudden dip in competence need satisfaction. Through using the Fisher’s r-to-z 
transformation (Preacher, 2002), I was able to determine that the slopes across customer 
treatment conditions are significantly different for autonomy (z′ = -1.71, p < .10) and 
competence need satisfaction (z′ = -2.63, p < .01). Further, the curvilinear trends in 
autonomy (z′ = -.001, n.s.) and competence need satisfaction (z′ = 0.00, n.s.) did not 
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significantly differ across customer conditions. This information confirms that the 
aggressive customer yielded a significantly different trajectory for employee need 
satisfaction throughout the call compared to the non-aggressive customer.  
To test Hypothesis 8b, HLM was used by centering the last second of the call at 
zero, such that the intercept represents the end-of-call/final rating provided by the 
participant. Hypothesis 8b was also supported, since customer treatment significantly 
predicted the intercept of autonomy (β = 6.92, p < .01) and competence need satisfaction 
(β = 8.70, p < .01). Specifically, participants in the aggressive customer condition 
reported lower end-of-call ratings for autonomy (M = 8.04, SD = 5.84) and competence 
need satisfaction (M = 8.54, SD = 6.09) as compared to participants in the non-aggressive 
customer condition (autonomy: M = 14.59, SD = 5.00; competence: M = 17.57, SD = 
3.32), on average. 
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Table 24. Multilevel Estimates for Models With Time at Level-1 Predicting Need  
 
Satisfaction and Performance Ratings 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
                                                                                                                  Autonomy Need Satisfaction 
 Null Model Model 1 Model 2 
Variable Estimate SE T Estimate SE t Estimate SE         t 
Intercept 11.60 .32 36.35*** 11.33 .50 22.52*** 11.47 .56 20.34*** 
Time    .002 .003 .85 -.001 .01 -.13 
Time2       .00001 .00002 .57 
Competence Need Satisfaction 
Variable Estimate SE    T Estimate   SE     t Estimate   SE     t 
Intercept 13.75 .29 47.97*** 12.87 .53 24.19*** 13.55 .61 22.32*** 
Time    .01 .003 2.41* -.01 .01 -.93 
Time2       .0001 .00003 1.96* 
 
Performance 
Variable Estimate SE     T Estimate SE      t Estimate SE      t 
Intercept 13.60 .06 225.91*** 13.45 .09 157.28*** 13.69 .11 129.18*** 
Time    .001 .0004 3.45** -.004 .001 -3.70*** 
Time2       .00002 .000004 5.40*** 
 
Affect 
Variable Estimate SE     T Estimate SE t Estimate SE     t 
Intercept 12.82 .25 51.09*** 11.66 .49 23.84*** 11.90 .57 20.91*** 
Time    .01 .003 3.46** .005 .01 .72 
Time2       .00002 .00002 .92 
Note. Time is represented by seconds, and Time2 is the squared value (seconds x seconds). † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** 
p < .001. 
 
 
Table 25. Multilevel Estimates for Autonomy Need Satisfaction With Manager Style and  
 
Customer Treatment as Level-2 Predictors 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  
                                                                                                                                 Autonomy Need Satisfaction 
 
                                                    Model 3                                        Model 4                                           Model 5 
 
Variable                    Estimate     SE            t                    Estimate     SE              t                 Estimate       SE               t_______ 
 
Intercept                    11.44       .51         22.45***          11.37           .48          23.85***     11.39            .47           24.39*** 
Time                            -.001      .01           -.13                   .002          .01             .28                .002          .01               .28 
Time                         .00001      .00002      .58                .000003       .00002      -.18                .000004    .00002       -.20 
Customer                    2.66         .60         4.47***            6.92            .95          7.27***        6.93            .93             7.42*** 
   Customer x Time                                                            -.05            .01         -4.91***       -.05             .01             -4.76*** 
   Customer x Time                                                             .0001        .00004     2.70**          .0001         .00004         2.49* 
Manager                                                                                                                                  2.27             .93               2.43* 
   Manager x Time                                                                                                                  0.01              .01               -.83 
   Manager x Time                                                                                                                   .00003         .00004           .71 
Manager x Customer                                                                                                               .88             1.87                 .47 
   Mgr x Cust x Time                                                                                                             -.04               .02               -1.59 
   Mgr x Cust x time                                                                                                                .0001           .0001            1.53 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Time is represented by seconds, and Time2 is the squared value (seconds x seconds). Customer = Customer treatment 
manipulation. Mgr x Customer = Interaction of manager motivational style with customer treatment. † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p 
< .01; *** p < .001. 
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Figure 22. Curvilinear effect of customer treatment on autonomy need satisfaction. 
 
 
Table 26. Multilevel Estimates for Competence Need Satisfaction With Manager Style  
 
and Customer Treatment as Level-2 Predictors 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  
                                                                                                                                 Competence Need Satisfaction 
 
                                                    Model 3                                        Model 4                                           Model 5 
 
Variable                    Estimate     SE            t                    Estimate     SE              t                 Estimate       SE               t_______ 
 
Intercept                    13.52       .54         25.05***          13.40           .46          29.19***     13.40            .46           29.19*** 
Time                            -.01       .01           -.93                  -.004          .01            -.53               -.004          .01              -.57 
Time                          .0001      .00003     1.97*                 .00004       .00003     1.34                .00004    .00003         1.48 
Customer                    2.67         .55         4.85***            8.70            .92          9.48***        8.75            .92             9.53*** 
   Customer x Time                                                            -.07            .01         -5.18***       -.08             .01             -5.52*** 
   Customer x Time                                                             .0001        .0001      2.25*             .0001         .0001          2.57* 
Manager                                                                                                                                    .33             .92                .36 
   Manager x Time                                                                                                                   -.01             .01               -.49 
   Manager x Time                                                                                                                    .00001       .0001             .26 
Manager x Customer                                                                                                              -.92            1.84               -.50 
   Mgr x Cust x Time                                                                                                               .02               .03                .70 
   Mgr x Cust x time                                                                                                               -.0001           .0001            -.76 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Time is represented by seconds, and Time2 is the squared value (seconds x seconds). Customer = Customer treatment 
manipulation. Mgr x Customer = Interaction of manager motivational style with customer treatment. † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p 
< .01; *** p < .001. 
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Figure 23. Curvilinear effect of customer treatment on competence need satisfaction. 
 
 
Table 27. Multilevel Estimates for Performance Ratings With Manager Style and  
 
Customer Treatment as Level-2 Predictors 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  
                                                                                                                                 Performance 
 
                                                    Model 3                                        Model 4                                           Model 5 
 
Variable                    Estimate     SE            t                    Estimate          SE              t                 Estimate       SE               t_____ 
 
Intercept                    13.69       .09           149.77***          13.70            .08          169.15***     13.70            .08         170.60*** 
Time                            -.004      .001           -3.70***             -.005          .01           -4.50***        -.005           .001         -5.00*** 
Time                          .00002     .000004      5.41***              .00002       .000004     5.33***        .00002       .000004     6.13*** 
Customer                     .56         .11              4.94***            1.60            .16              9.86***       1.62            .16           10.10*** 
   Customer x Time                                                                -.02             .002          -8.48***       -.02            .002          -9.44*** 
   Customer x Time                                                                .0001         .00001        5.83***        .0001         .00001       6.91*** 
Manager                                                                                                                                           .23             .16             1.44 
   Manager x Time                                                                                                                         -.002            .002         -1.23 
   Manager x Time                                                                                                                          .00001        .00001        .68 
Manager x Customer                                                                                                                      .33              .32            1.03 
   Mgr x Cust x Time                                                                                                                     .002             .004            .47 
   Mgr x Cust x time                                                                                                                    -.00002          .00002      -1.00 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Time is represented by seconds, and Time2 is the squared value (seconds x seconds). Customer = Customer treatment 
manipulation. Mgr x Customer = Interaction of manager motivational style with customer treatment. † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p 
< .01; *** p < .001. 
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Figure 24. Curvilinear effect of customer treatment on performance ratings. 
 
Hypothesis 9 
Similarly to the previous prediction, Hypothesis 9 predicted that customer 
treatment would affect the course of the call and end-of-call reports, but for third-party 
ratings of performance. Again, for participants assigned to the aggressive customer 
treatment, performance ratings were expected to demonstrate a sharper decline 
throughout the call and result in lower end-of-call third-party ratings. Model 3 shows that 
11% of the level-2 variance in performance ratings was explained by the customer 
treatment variable. In Model 4, customer treatment significantly predicted the linear (β = 
-.02, p < .01) and curvilinear slope (β = .0001, p < .01) for performance over time and, 
thus Hypothesis 9a was supported. Figure 24 shows the curvilinear effect of customer 
treatment on third-party performance ratings throughout the call.  
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All participants have a similar starting point for performance ratings, but 
participants in the aggressive customer condition demonstrate a gradual decline in ratings 
over the course of the call. For those in the non-aggressive customer condition, 
participants exhibit a subtle dip in ratings at first and then a slight increase throughout the 
remainder of the call. The trend in performance ratings is more subtle than other outcome 
variables, and by using Fisher’s r-to-z transformation (Preacher, 2002), it was found that 
the slope for performance ratings did not significantly differ between customer conditions 
(z′ = -.11, n.s.). Additionally, the curvilinear trends in performance ratings across 
customer conditions did not significantly differ (z′ = -.001, n.s.). In other words, the 
difference in trends seen across the two customer conditions is noticeable but not 
significantly different. 
To test the latter half of this hypothesis, HLM was used with the intercept 
centered at zero to represent the last second of the call at zero. Customer treatment 
significantly predicted the intercept (β = 1.60, p < .01), indicating the customer 
manipulation predicted end-of-call performance ratings. More specifically, end-of-call 
performance ratings were higher among those assigned to the non-aggressive customer 
condition (M = 15.57, SD = .80) compared to those in the aggressive customer condition 
(M = 12.93, SD =1.17). Thus, Hypothesis 9b was supported.  
Hypothesis 10 
For Hypothesis 10, it was predicted that the interaction of managerial motivation 
style and customer treatment would affect need satisfaction ratings over the course of the 
call and for end-of-call reports. Specifically, for participants assigned to the aggressive 
customer treatment only there would be a weaker decline in need satisfaction and higher 
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end-of-call reports for need satisfaction when working with an autonomy supportive 
manager (compared to a controlling manager). Model 5 was run to test this hypothesis 
(see Tables 25-27), and it was found that 5% of the level-2 variance in autonomy need 
satisfaction was accounted for by the manager-customer interaction. However, the 
amount of variance in competence need satisfaction explained by this interaction term 
was negligible. The manager-customer interaction did not significantly predict the linear 
(autonomy: β = -.04, n.s; competence: β = .02, n.s.) or curvilinear trends (autonomy: β = 
.0001, n.s; competence: β = -.0001, n.s.) in need satisfaction. Therefore, Hypothesis 10a 
was not supported. 
Results for Hypothesis 10b, testing for effects of the manager-customer on end-
of-call need satisfaction, can be found in Model 5 (see Tables 26-27).  The interaction did 
not significantly predict end-of-call ratings for autonomy need satisfaction (β = .88, n.s.) 
or competence need satisfaction (β = -.92, n.s.). In SPSS regression analyses were 
conducted as well, but the manager-customer interaction was non-significant for 
autonomy need satisfaction (β = -.02, n.s.) or competence need satisfaction (β = -.03, n.s.) 
when using either 5 seconds or 1 second of aggregated ratings. Thus, Hypothesis 10b is 
not supported.  
In addition, although no hypotheses included the effect of manager motivational 
style on need satisfaction trends or end-of-call ratings, the manager variable was included 
in Model 5 as level-2 predictor in the process of testing the preceding interaction effect 
hypotheses. This variable did not significantly predict linear or curvilinear trends in 
autonomy or competence need satisfaction. The only significant finding was that the 
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manager manipulation significantly predicted end-of-call ratings for autonomy need 
satisfaction (β = 2.27, p < .05), but not for competence. 
Again, the Fisher’s transformation (Preacher, 2002) was used to test for 
significant differences in slopes across experimental conditions. Contrary to the 
significant different slopes/trends found across customer treatment conditions, there were 
no significant differences in trends across manager motivational style conditions for 
autonomy (autonomy support: z′ = -.01; controlling: z′ = -.01) or competence need 
satisfaction (autonomy support: z′ = -.04; controlling: z′ = -.03). The general prediction 
that autonomy supportive managers could reduce the harmful effects of aggressive 
customer encounters was not supported, such that there was no significant difference in 
the slopes of employee need satisfaction between autonomy support-aggressive (z′ = -.01) 
and controlling-aggressive conditions (z′ = -.01).  
Hypothesis 11 
The final hypothesis predicted that the interaction of managerial motivation style 
and customer treatment would affect third-party performance ratings over the course of 
the call and for end-of-call reports. Just as predicted in the prior hypothesis, participants 
assigned to the aggressive customer condition were expected to exhibit weaker declines 
in their performance ratings and higher end-of-call performance ratings when working 
with an autonomy supportive manager (compared to a controlling one). Once again, 
Model 5 illustrates this multilevel model, which can be found in Table 27. The manager-
customer interaction did not significantly predict linear (β = .002, n.s.) or curvilinear 
trends (β = -.00002, n.s.) in performance ratings. Therefore, Hypothesis 11a is not 
supported.  
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The interaction of manager style and customer treatment did not significantly 
predict the intercept for performance ratings (β = .33, n.s.) as tested using HLM. This 
shows that the interaction did not significantly predict performance ratings for the final 
second of the customer call. Also, regression analyses were conducted in SPSS to test the 
effect of the manager-customer interaction on end-of-call performance ratings. However, 
these analyses resulted in non-significant findings; the interaction did not significantly 
predict end-of-call ratings for performance (β = .03, n.s.) when testing either the final 5 
seconds or 1 second of aggregated ratings. Thus, Hypothesis 11b is not supported either.  
As was found in the previous hypothesis (H10), there were no significant 
differences in trends across manager conditions for performance ratings (autonomy 
support: z′ = -.01; controlling: z′ = -.01) when using Fisher’s transformation to test for 
differences in slopes. Once again, this finding contradicts the expectation that an 
autonomy supportive manager could reduce the harmful effects of aggressive customer 
interactions, since the slopes for performance ratings were not significantly different for 
participants among the four conditions- in particular between those in the autonomy 
support-aggressive condition (z′ = -.01) compared to those in the controlling-aggressive 
condition (z′ = -.004).  
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Table 28. Summary of Results of Hypothesis Testing 
 
H1 Manager motivational style will have a main effect on end-of-
call psychological well-being such that autonomy support will 
be significantly different from controlled on a) positive affect, 
b) negative affect, c) psychological vitality, and d) emotional 
exhaustion. 
H1a, H1c 
Supported 
H2 Manager motivational style will have a main effect on average 
performance ratings for employees, such that autonomy support will be 
significantly higher than controlled. 
Not Supported 
H3 Mean need satisfaction will partially mediate the effects of managerial 
style (autonomy support, controlled) on a) well-being and b) performance 
ratings. 
H3a Partially 
Supported 
(Autonomy NS 
only) 
H4 Customer treatment will have a main effect on end-of-call well-being. 
Compared to the non-aggressive condition, participants in the aggressive 
condition will report worse well-being on a) positive affect, b) negative 
affect, c) psychological vitality, and d) emotional exhaustion. 
Fully 
Supported 
H5 Customer treatment will have a main effect on average performance 
ratings for employees. Compared to the non-aggressive condition, 
participants in the aggressive condition will receive worse performance 
ratings. 
Fully 
Supported 
H6 Mean need satisfaction will partially mediate the effects of customer 
treatment (aggressive, non-aggressive) on a) well-being and b) 
performance ratings. 
H6 Partially 
Supported 
(Well-being 
only) 
H7 Managerial motivation style will interact with customer treatment to 
predict average well-being, such that there will be significant differences 
between managerial conditions for those in the aggressive customer 
condition but not for those in the non-aggressive condition. Participants in 
the autonomy support condition will report greater well-being on a) 
positive affect, b) negative affect, c) psychological vitality, and d) 
emotional exhaustion compared to those in the controlled condition.   
Not Supported, 
Exploratory H7 
(DV: 
Performance) 
Not Supported 
H8 Participants will experience a negative trajectory for need satisfaction 
during the customer encounter with significant differences in slopes across 
customer treatment conditions. Participants in the aggressive customer 
treatment condition will report worse overall trajectories in the form of a) 
stronger overall declines of need satisfaction throughout the call and b) 
lower end-of-call levels of need satisfaction compared to those in the non-
aggressive condition, who will demonstrate a weaker, non-significant 
trajectory. 
Fully 
Supported  
H9 Participants will experience a negative trajectory for performance during 
the customer encounter with significant differences in slopes across 
customer treatment conditions. Participants in the aggressive customer 
treatment condition will experience worse overall trajectories in the form 
of a) stronger overall declines in performance ratings throughout the call 
and b) lower end-of-call ratings for performance compared to those in the 
non-aggressive condition, who will demonstrate a weaker, non-significant 
trajectory. 
Fully 
Supported 
H10 Managerial motivation style will interact with customer treatment to 
predict the need satisfaction trajectory during the customer encounter, 
Not Supported 
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such that there will be significant differences in slopes between 
managerial conditions for participants in the aggressive customer 
condition but not the non-aggressive condition. Under aggressive 
customer treatment conditions, participants in the autonomy supportive 
condition will report better overall trajectories in the form of a) weaker 
overall declines of need satisfaction throughout the call and b) higher end-
of-call levels of need satisfaction compared to those in the controlled 
condition. 
H11 Managerial motivation style will interact with customer treatment to 
predict a negative trajectory for performance during the customer 
encounter with significant differences in slopes between managerial 
conditions for the aggressive customer condition but not in the non-
aggressive condition. Under aggressive customer treatment conditions, 
participants in the autonomy supportive condition will receive better 
performance trajectories in the form of a) weaker overall declines in 
performance ratings in the call and b) higher final performance ratings 
compared to those in the controlled condition. 
Not Supported 
 
 
Supplemental Analyses 
 
In addition to the hypothesis testing, supplemental analyses were conducted to 
gain a fuller picture of the nature of the continuous-level variables (need satisfaction, 
emotionality, and third-party performance ratings) and how they changed over the course 
of time.)  
Stability over Time 
This was done by creating lagged values for variables (T, T-1, T-2, etc.) and 
testing the average within-person relationships between values at each point in time using 
HLM 6.02 (Bryk, Raudenbush, & Congdon, 2006). To begin, I examined the stability of 
each focal variable over time in order to determine how variable these constructs were 
within the given customer service encounter.  It was found that all variables showed 
significant within-person correlations between current ratings and prior/lagged ratings, 
meaning there was strong stability within variables over time. As one would expect, some 
of the relationships grew weaker as the length of time between ratings increased, so there 
was one instance where the third-party ratings of performance were no longer 
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significantly related when 18 or more seconds existed between the ratings (T and T-18, T 
and T-20).  
 When testing the correlations between the different continuous-level variables 
(e.g., autonomy need satisfaction with competence need satisfaction) over time, similar 
results were found. With the exception of autonomy need satisfaction (T) no longer 
relating to prior performance ratings after 16 seconds or longer (T-16), all of the focal 
variables significantly related to the other variables both at the same point in time and 
over the course of 20 seconds apart. This demonstrates how need satisfaction, affect, and 
performance ratings tend to covary together when examining the call center simulation 
overall. The full list of correlations can be found in Table 29. 
 
 
Table 29. Average Within-Person Correlations for Focal Variables and Their Lags 
 
 Momentary Affect 
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect -- .67*** .60*** .54*** .49*** .45*** .41*** .37*** .35*** .32*** .30*** .27*** 
2. Autonomy NS  .21*** .16*** .16*** .15*** .15*** .14*** .14*** .13*** .12*** .12*** .11*** .11*** 
3. Competence NS .49*** .41*** .40*** .38*** .36*** .33*** .31*** .29*** .26*** .24*** .22*** .20*** 
4. Performance .17*** .15*** .14*** .13*** .12*** .12*** .12*** .11*** .10*** .09*** .09*** .08*** 
 Momentary Autonomy NS  
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .21*** .22*** .22*** .21*** .21*** .21*** .20*** .17*** .16*** .15*** .15*** .15*** 
2. Autonomy NS  -- .98*** .92*** .82*** .72*** .64*** .57*** .44*** .39*** .34*** .30*** .27*** 
3. Competence NS .20*** .22*** .21*** .21** .20** .20** .19** .16** .15** .14** .13** .13** 
4. Performance .14*** .16*** .16*** .15*** .14*** .14*** .13*** .10*** .09*** .09*** .08*** .07*** 
 Momentary Competence NS  
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .49*** .49*** .48*** .47*** .45*** .43*** .41*** .34*** .32*** .31*** .29*** .27*** 
2. Autonomy NS  .20*** .20*** .20*** .19*** .19*** .18*** .18*** .15*** .14*** .14*** .13*** .13*** 
3. Competence NS -- .98*** .94*** .86*** .79*** .73*** .68*** .55*** .50*** .45*** .41*** .37*** 
4. Performance .12*** .12*** .12*** .11*** .11*** .11*** .10*** .09*** .08*** .07*** .06*** .06*** 
 Momentary Performance 
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .17*** .16*** .14*** .12*** .10*** .09*** .09*** .09*** .09*** .08*** .07*** .07*** 
2. Autonomy NS  .14*** .13*** .12*** .11*** .09*** .08** .07** .06** .04* .03 .02 .02 
3. Competence NS .12*** .11*** .10** .08** .07** .06* .05* .07** .06** .06* .06* .06** 
4. Performance -- .92*** .81*** .62*** .48*** .38*** .29*** .22*** .14*** .07** .02 -.03 
Note. . Standardized coefficients are reported here. † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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Next, I examined the relationships between variables over time split by 
experimental condition (four in total) to see whether the correlations differed as a 
function of the manager motivational style or customer between-subject manipulations. 
Results can be found in Tables 30 through 33.  This offered more insight; for instance, 
participants assigned to the autonomy supportive manager and aggressive customer 
exhibited similar results as was found for the entire sample, but the relationship between 
autonomy need satisfaction and affect did not remain significant for as long. In the other 
three conditions, competence need satisfaction and performance did not significantly 
relate to one another. Also, performance ratings did not exhibit significant relationships 
to the other variables as much for participants facing non-aggressive customers as for 
those with aggressive customer. Lastly, for participants with a controlling manager, 
autonomy and competence need satisfaction were not significantly related as often.  
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Table 30. Average Within-Person Correlations for Focal Variables and Their Lags for the  
 
Autonomy Support-Aggressive Condition 
 
 Momentary Affect 
Variable No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect -- .72*** .66*** .60*** .56*** .51*** .48*** .44*** .41*** .38*** .36*** .33*** 
2. Autonomy NS  .17* .18* .18* .17* .17* .16* .16** .15** .14** .14** .14** .13** 
3. Competence NS .40*** .37*** .36*** .34*** .32*** .30*** .28*** .26*** .25*** .23*** .22** .20** 
4. Performance .19*** .20*** .21*** .21*** .21*** .21*** .21*** .20*** .18*** .15*** .14*** .12** 
 Momentary Autonomy NS  
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .18* .20* .20* .19* .19* .19† .18† .15† .15 .14 .13 .13 
2. Autonomy NS  -- .98*** .93*** .84*** .77*** .70*** .63*** .51*** .46*** .41*** .38*** .34*** 
3. Competence NS .19* .19† .18† .18† .18† .18† .18† .17* .17* .17* .16* .16† 
4. Performance .20** .18** .17** .16* .16* .15* .14† .12† .10† .09 .07 .05 
 Momentary Competence NS  
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .40*** .48*** .48*** .48*** .47*** .46*** .46*** .37*** .36*** .35*** .33*** .31*** 
2. Autonomy NS  .20* .22* .23* .23* .24* .25** .26** .22** .21** .21** .20** .20** 
3. Competence NS -- .99*** .95*** .88*** .81*** .76*** .71*** .56*** .51*** .46*** .42*** .38*** 
4. Performance .18*** .19*** .19*** .19*** .20*** .19*** .18*** .16*** .14*** .12*** .09** .07** 
 Momentary Performance 
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .19*** .23*** .23*** .22*** .22*** .22*** .20*** .18*** .17*** .16*** .16*** .16*** 
2. Autonomy NS  .20* .20* .20* .19* .18* .17** .16** .13** .10** .07** .05** .05** 
3. Competence NS .18*** .17*** .16*** .16*** .15*** .14*** .07*** .12*** .11*** .10*** .10*** .10*** 
4. Performance -- .94*** .84*** .67*** .55*** .44*** .35*** .26*** .17*** .10*** .05** .01** 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here. † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 124 
Table 31. Average Within-Person Correlations for Focal Variables and Their Lags for  
 
the Autonomy Support-Non-Aggressive Condition 
 
 Momentary Affect 
Variable No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect -- .55*** .46*** .41*** .34*** .29*** .26*** .23*** .22*** .19*** .19*** .15*** 
2. Autonomy NS  .28** .17** .16** .15** .14** .13* .11* .11* .10* .09† .08† .07 
3. Competence  
    NS 
.30*** .30*** .29*** .27*** .24*** .21*** .19*** .17** .15** .14** .13** .12* 
4. Performance .16*** .14** .12** .09* .09* .08* .08* .07* .08* .08* .09* .09* 
 Momentary Autonomy NS  
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .28*** .24*** .24*** .24*** .24*** .23*** .22*** .16** .14* .11* .10† .09 
2. Autonomy NS  -- .97*** .92*** .81*** .71*** .65*** .60*** .43*** .38*** .32*** 28*** .24*** 
3. Competence  
    NS 
.36*** .36*** .36*** .36*** .35*** .35*** .34*** .25** .22* .19* .16† .15† 
4. Performance .17** .18** .18** .17** .17** .17** .18** .11* .09* .09* .09** .09** 
 Momentary Competence NS  
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .30*** .39*** .36*** .33*** .30*** .28*** .28*** .24*** .23*** .22*** .21*** .19*** 
2. Autonomy NS  .36*** .30*** .29*** .26** .23** .21** .19** .14* .12* .10† .08 .06 
3. Competence  
    NS 
-- .98*** .93*** .84*** .76*** .69*** .63*** .51*** .46*** .41*** .36*** .32*** 
4. Performance .12* .11† .10† .09 .08 .07 .06 .02 .01 .01 .01 .02 
 Momentary Performance 
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .16*** .18*** .14** .09† .05 .03 .01 .04 .03 .01 -.002 -.004 
2. Autonomy NS  .17* .14* .11† .07 .04 .01 -.003 .002 .004 -.01 -.02 -.02 
3. Competence  
    NS 
.12† .10 .07 .03 -.001 -.03 -.05 -.01 -.02 -.03 -.03 -.02 
4. Performance -- .90*** .77*** .55*** .41*** .31*** .23*** .20*** .12* .05 -.001 -.05 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here. † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
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Table 32. Average Within-Person Correlations for Focal Variables and Their Lags for  
 
the Controlling-Aggressive Condition 
 
 Momentary Affect 
Variable No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect -- .77*** .73*** .68*** .63*** .59*** .55*** .51*** .48*** .44*** .41*** .37*** 
2. Autonomy 
    NS  
.24* .17* .16* .16* .15* .15* .14* .14* .13* .12* .12* .11* 
3. Competence  
   NS 
.58*** .54*** .53*** .51*** .49*** .47*** .44*** .41*** .39*** .36*** .33*** .30*** 
4. Performance .13** .14** .15** .14** .14** .14** .13** .12** .10* .08* .06 .05 
 Momentary Autonomy NS  
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .24* .26* .26* .25* .25* .25* .24* .21* .20* .20* .19* .18* 
2. Autonomy 
    NS  
-- .98*** .93*** .83*** .74*** .66*** .59*** .44*** .39*** .36*** .33*** .31*** 
3. Competence  
   NS 
.19 .18 .18 .17 .17 .16 .16 .12 .11 .09 .08 .07 
4. Performance .11* .16* .17* .17* .16* .16* .15* .14** .13** .12** .10* .09* 
 Momentary Competence NS  
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .58*** .62*** .61*** .60*** .58*** .56*** .54*** .45*** .42*** .40*** .37*** .34*** 
2. Autonomy  
    NS  
.19 .14 .14 .14 .15† .15† .15† .13† .12† .12* .12* .12* 
3. Competence  
    NS 
-- .99*** .96*** .90*** .84*** .78*** .73*** .60*** .55*** .51*** .46*** .42*** 
4. Performance .08 .08 .07 .07 .07 .07 .07 .08 .07 .06 .05 .04 
 Momentary Performance 
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .13** .13** .12** .11** .10* .09* .09* .07† .07† .07† .07 .06 
2. Autonomy  
   NS  
.11* .11* .11* .10* .10* .09* .09* .07* .07* .07* .07* .07* 
3. Competence  
    NS 
.08 .08 .08 .08 .09 .08 .08 .08 .09† .10* .11* .11* 
4. Performance -- .95 .86 .70 .58 .47 .37 .26 .18 .13** .08* .05 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here. † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
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Table 33. Average Within-Person Correlations for Focal Variables and Their Lags for  
 
the Controlling-Non-Aggressive Condition 
 
 Momentary Affect 
Variable No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect -- .59*** .49*** .41*** .37*** .33*** .30*** .25*** .24*** .20** .20** .18** 
2 Autonomy NS  .16* .12* .11† .12* .13** .12** .12* .11* .10* .09* .09* .09* 
3. Competence  
    NS 
.38*** .37*** .36*** .34*** .30*** .26** .23** .21** .19* .15† .14† .13† 
4. Performance .12** .09** .06† .02 .01 .01 .01 .02 .02 .02 .03 .04 
 Momentary Autonomy NS  
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .16* .16* .17* .18* .19* .18* .18* .17* .17* .17* .19** .20** 
2. Autonomy NS  -- .97*** .90*** .76*** .64*** .53*** .43*** .33*** .27*** .21** .16* .12† 
3. Competence  
    NS 
.17 .16 .16 .15 .13 .12 .12 .10 .11 .11 .11 .12 
4. Performance .09† .11† .10† .08 .06 .05 .05 .02 .02 .03 .05 .05 
 Momentary Competence NS  
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .38*** .46*** .45*** .43*** .39*** .35*** .32*** .24** .21** .21* .20* .19* 
2. Autonomy NS  .17† .17† .17† .17† .15† .13 .12 .11 .10 .09 .09 .09† 
3. Competence  
    NS 
-- .97*** .92*** .82*** .73*** .65*** .58*** .46*** .40*** .35** .31** .28* 
4. Performance .14* 12* .11† .09 .08 .08 .08 .06 .06 .08 .11* .13** 
 Momentary Performance 
 No 
Lag  
1sec 
Lag 
2sec 
Lag 
4sec 
Lag 
6sec 
Lag 
8sec 
Lag 
10sec 
Lag 
12sec 
Lag 
14sec 
Lag 
16sec 
Lag 
18sec 
Lag 
20sec 
Lag 
1. Affect .12** .10** .08* .05 .03 .02 .02 .08* .07* .06† .05† .04 
2. Autonomy NS  .09* .08† .06 .04 .02 .01 -.01 -.004 -.02 -.03 -.04 -.05 
3. Competence  
    NS 
.14* .09† .07 .04 .01 .01 -.0002 .05 -.04 .03 .02 .01 
4. Performance -- .90*** .76*** .53*** .37*** .26*** .18*** .14*** .05 -.02 -.07* -.12** 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here. † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
 
I also ran correlational analyses for the within-person data aggregated up to 1 
seconds (see Table 34). This table illustrates how all continuously rated variables are 
significantly related to one another at the momentary within-person level of analysis 
(ignoring experimental condition). It is important to note, as this finding may have 
contributed to the non-significant findings discussed throughout this chapter, that, unlike 
the other variables that participants rated continuously, third-party performance did not 
exhibit as much within-person variability (SD = 1.12). In other words, the third-party 
raters did not utilize as much of the 20-point rating scale compared to when rating 
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emotionality or need satisfaction. This could be a function of participants engaging in 
self-regulation, otherwise known as emotional labor (Hochschild, 1979), which would 
involve participants attempting to mask their fluctuating emotions and psychological 
need satisfaction in order to maintain a steady, pleasant customer service encounter. 
Participants could have been reporting changes in their felt experiences of need 
satisfaction or affect, while employing emotion regulation strategies to hide or reduce the 
amount of variability in their observable customer service performance. Either way, the 
low within-person (and between-person) variability in performance ratings may have 
contributed to certain non-significant results during hypothesis testing. 
 
Table 34. Average Within-Person Correlations for Continuously-Rated Variables  
 
(aggregated to 1 sec) 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 
1. Momentary Affect  --    
2. Momentary Autonomy NS  .29** --   
3. Momentary Competence NS  .55** .27** --  
4. Momentary Performance  .21** .12** .19** -- 
Note. Momentary = Average within-person correlations of momentary ratings, data aggregated to 1 second. 
Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = competence need satisfaction. * p < .05; 
** p < .01. 
 
The within-person correlations were also run for each of the four study 
conditions. Results can be found in Table 35.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 128 
Table 35. Average Within-Person Correlations for Continuously-Rated Variables Split by  
 
Study Condition 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 
Autonomy Support-Aggressive 
1. Momentary Affect  --    
2. Momentary Autonomy NS  .29** --   
3. Momentary Competence NS  .48** .28** --  
4. Momentary Performance  .12** .08** .17** -- 
Autonomy Support-NonAggressive 
1. Momentary Affect  --    
2. Momentary Autonomy NS  .19** --   
3. Momentary Competence NS  .49** .27** --  
4. Momentary Performance  .24** .02 .15** -- 
Controlling-Aggressive 
1. Momentary Affect  --    
2. Momentary Autonomy NS  .24** --   
3. Momentary Competence NS  .57** .13** --  
4. Momentary Performance  .08** .10** .13** -- 
Controlling-NonAggressive 
1. Momentary Affect  --    
2. Momentary Autonomy NS  .17** --   
3. Momentary Competence NS  .54** .24** --  
4. Momentary Performance  .16** .05** .10** -- 
Note. Momentary = Average within-person correlations of momentary ratings, data aggregated to 1 second. 
Autonomy NS = autonomy need satisfaction. Competence NS = competence need satisfaction. * p < .05; 
** p < .01. 
 
Mean Squared Successive Difference 
 In an attempt to gain more insight into the stability of focal variables in this study, 
the mean squared successive difference (MSSD) was calculated for each. MSSD 
represents the amount of change that occurs in the ratings from one time period to 
another and accounts for the “temporal dependency” of data points, suggesting that the 
sequence in which events occur matters (Ebner-Priemer, Eid, Kleindienst, Stabenow, & 
Trull, 2009). Discussion on how the MSSD was calculated and results of the analysis are 
included in Appendix G.  
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Lagged Analyses to Tease Out the Causal Direction of Effects 
Along with examining the stability and change in variables over time, I examined 
the causal effects among focal variables to determine whether there were causal effects of 
lagged values on current/subsequent ratings (T). Granger causality (Granger, 1980) was 
tested in HLM by capitalizing on the longitudinal nature of the data and structuring the 
variables in a way that is similar to a cross-lagged panel design. Specifically, the current 
rating (T) of each variable was set as the outcome with every lagged variable for a given 
time point (e.g., autonomy T-1, competence T-1, performance T-1, and emotion T-1) as 
level-1 predictors. All variables were included in the model in order to control for one 
another and measure the unique variance explained by each. Separate models were run 
for each lagged time point (T-1, T-2, T-4, T-6, etc.).  
For need satisfaction and affect, all lagged ratings of a given variable (T-1 
through T-20) significantly predicted the current rating of that same variable (e.g., 
performance at T with performance at T-10).  Results revealed that affect was predicted 
by all lagged variables at lags of 1 second to 20 seconds. For instance, there were 
significant relationships between current ratings of affect and 1-second lags for autonomy 
(β = .05, p < .01) and competence need satisfaction (β = .20, p < .01) as well as 
performance ratings (β = .04, p < .01). Also, autonomy and competence need satisfaction 
significantly predicted most variables (exceptions: autonomy did not predict competence 
after 12 seconds lagged, competence did not predict performance ratings). Again, 
performance ratings did not significantly predict autonomy or competence need 
satisfaction—although the 20-second lag for performance ratings did predict current 
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competence need satisfaction (β = .04, p < .05). Also, performance ratings were not 
significantly predicted by lagged ratings of competence need satisfaction. 
Interestingly, prior ratings of autonomy need satisfaction predict subsequent 
ratings of competence need satisfaction (and vice versa), but these effects appear to be 
larger for ratings that occur within 10 seconds of each other in time as compared to 
periods consisting of 12 seconds or longer. Thus, the significant relationship between 
autonomy and competence need satisfaction diminishes over time, whereas other 
constructs retain the strength of their relationships as time progresses (e.g., competence 
and performance, affect and autonomy, affect and competence). Prior ratings of affect 
significantly predicted autonomy and competence need satisfaction. However, third-party 
ratings of performance did not significantly predict subsequent ratings of either need 
satisfaction, and only affect seemed to be affected by previous performance ratings.  
By investigating the changes (or stability) of the focal variables over time, one 
can see the bigger picture regarding the nature of these constructs This information can 
provide insight as to whether and in what way employee experiences of need satisfaction 
and affect change in response to certain micro-events during the customer call. Also, by 
including behavioral ratings of employee performance, I can examine potential 
differences in self-reported experiences (i.e., need satisfaction and affect) versus 
observable behaviors (i.e., performance) with regard to how quickly these variables 
change in response to the work event and the duration of the changes. All results from 
testing for causal effects are included in Tables 36-39. 
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Table 36. Lagged Effects for Predicting Current Affect Ratings 
 
DV: Affect             
Predictors lagged 
at: 
1sec 2sec 4sec 6sec 8sec 10sec 12sec 14sec 16sec 18sec 20sec 
1. Lagged Affect  .58*** .50*** .45*** .41*** .37*** .34*** .28*** .26*** .22*** .21*** .18*** 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.05*** .06*** .06*** .07** .08** .07** .06† .05† .05† .05† .06† 
3. Lagged  
   Competence  
.20*** .23*** .23*** .23*** .23*** .23*** .19*** .18*** .18*** .17*** .16*** 
4. Lagged Perf .04*** .04*** .04** .03** .04** .04** .05** .05** .04** .04* .04** 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
 
 
Table 37. Lagged Effects for Predicting Current Autonomy Need Satisfaction Ratings 
 
DV: Autonomy NS             
Predictors lagged 
at: 
1sec 2sec 4sec 6sec 8sec 10sec 12sec 14sec 16sec 18sec 20sec 
1. Lagged Affect  .002 .01† .02** .03** .04** .05** .03* .03† .03† .03† .03 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.97*** .92*** .81*** .71*** .62*** .55*** .42*** .37*** .32*** .28*** .25*** 
3. Lagged  
   Competence  
.01** .01** .03** .04** .04* .05** .04† .05† .05† .05† .06† 
4. Lagged Perf .0003 .002 .003 .004 .01 .01 .01 .01 -.002 -.01 -.004 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
 
 
 
Table 38. Lagged Effects for Predicting Current Competence Need Satisfaction Ratings 
 
DV: Competence 
NS  
           
Predictors lagged 
at: 
1sec 2sec 4sec 6sec 8sec 10sec 12sec 14sec 16sec 18sec 20sec 
1. Lagged Affect  .01*** .02*** .05*** .06*** .07*** .07*** .06** .06** .05* .05* .05* 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.003† .01* .02* .03* .04* .04* .02 .03 .03 .03 .03 
3. Lagged  
   Competence  
.97*** .93*** .84*** .76*** .69*** .63*** .52*** .46*** .42*** .37*** .33*** 
4. Lagged Perf -.001 -.003 -.002 .001 .004 .005 .03† .03† .03† .03† .04* 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
 
 
Table 39. Lagged Effects for Predicting Current Third-Party Performance Ratings 
 
DV: Performance             
Predictors lagged 
at: 
1sec 2sec 4sec 6sec 8sec 10sec 12sec 14sec 16sec 18sec 20sec 
1. Lagged Affect  .004† .01* .02* .03** .04** .06** .07*** .07*** .07** .06** .06** 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.01* .02** .04** .05** .06** .06** .06* .06* .06* .06* .05* 
3. Lagged  
   Competence  
.003 .01 .02 .03 .03 .03 .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 
4. Lagged Perf .94*** .85*** .69*** .56*** .45*** .35*** .20*** .13*** .06** .01 -.03 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
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 A final analysis was conducted to consider the lagged effects for predicting each 
outcome variable for each experimental condition. Results can be found in Tables 40-43. 
Similar patterns were seen across the four conditions, such that in all conditions previous 
ratings significantly predicted a subsequent ratings of the same construct above and 
beyond other variables measured (i.e., autonomy need satisfaction lagged predicted 
subsequent autonomy need satisfaction ratings above and beyond competence need 
satisfaction, affect, or performance). Also, in all conditions, lagged ratings of competence 
need satisfaction significantly predicted subsequent ratings of affect above and beyond 
other variables, suggesting that the extent to which an individual feels he or she is 
successfully performing work influences felt affect. Overall, there did not appear to be 
differences in results across the experimental conditions. 
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Table 40. Lagged Effects for Predicting Outcomes in the Autonomy Support-aggressive  
 
Condition 
 
DV: Affect             
Predictors 
lagged at: 
1sec 2sec 4sec 6sec 8sec 10sec 12sec 14sec 16sec 18sec 20sec 
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.65*** .59*** .53*** .49*** .45*** .42*** .35*** .32*** .29*** .28*** .25*** 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.003 .01 .01 .01 .02 .02 .02 .43 .39 .35 .32 
3. Lagged  
   Competence  
.01** .02** .03** .05** .06** .07** .05* .05 .05 .06 .06 
4. Lagged Perf .01† .02* .04* .06** .08** .11** .13*** .04*** .04** .03** .02** 
DV: Autonomy 
NS 
           
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.03† .03 .03 .03 .04 .03 .02 .02 .01 .01 .01 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.98*** .92*** .83*** .75*** .67*** .59*** .48*** .43*** .39*** .35*** .32*** 
3. Lagged  
   Competence  
.002 .01 .01 .02 .03 .04 .04 .05 .05 .06 .06 
4. Lagged Perf .001 .01 .03 .03 .04 .04 .04 .04 .04 .03 .02 
DV: 
Competence 
NS  
           
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.15*** .18*** .21*** .22*** .23*** .24*** .19*** .19*** .19*** .18** .18** 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.01** .02** .05** .07** .09** .11** .09 .09 .10 .10† .10 
3. Lagged  
   Competence  
.98 .94 .86 .78 .72 .66 .52 .46 .41 .37 .33 
4. Lagged Perf .01† .02† .05* .06** .07* .06* .06† .05 .04 .03 .01 
DV: 
Performance  
           
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.04*** .05*** .06** .07*** .09** .09** .09** .09** .09** .09** .10** 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.004 .01 .002 .02 .03 .03 .03 .01 -.01 -.02 -.02 
3. Lagged  
   Competence  
-.002 -.002 .002 .01 .01 .01 .04 .03 .03 .03 .03 
4. Lagged Perf .94*** .83*** .65*** .53*** .42*** .33*** .22*** .14*** .07* .002 -.01 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
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Table 41. Lagged Effects for Predicting Outcomes in the Autonomy Support-Non- 
 
Aggressive Condition 
 
DV: Affect             
Predictors 
lagged at: 
1sec 2sec 4sec 6sec 8sec 10sec 12sec 14sec 16sec 18sec 20sec 
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.48*** .39*** .35*** .29*** .25*** .22*** .16** .16** .12* .13** .09† 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.005 .02† .03† .04* .05* .04† .03 .03 .03 .03 .03 
3. Lagged  
    Competence  
.001 .01 .02† .02 .03 .03 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.002 .002 
4. Lagged Perf .004 .01 .02 .04† .04 .05 .05 .07† .08† .09* .09† 
DV: Autonomy 
NS 
           
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.05* .07* .09** .11** .11** .11* .07 .05 .03 .02 .02 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.97*** .92*** .09*** .11*** .11*** .11*** .07*** .37*** .32*** .28*** .23*** 
3. Lagged  
    Competence  
.01* .04** .07** .10** .12** .14** .08 .08 .06 .05 .05 
4. Lagged Perf .01* .03* .06* .08* .10** .12** .10* .09* .09** .08** .08** 
DV: 
Competence 
NS  
           
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.18*** .19*** .17** .16** .16** .17** .15* .15* .16* .15* .15* 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
-.002 -.003 .001 .001 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.02 -.02 
3. Lagged  
    Competence  
.97*** .91*** .81*** .72*** .65*** .58*** .49*** .44*** .39*** .34*** .30*** 
4. Lagged Perf -.0002 -.002 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.04 -.05 -.05 -.05 -.04 
DV: 
Performance  
           
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.07* .06† .04 .03 .02 .01 .02 .02 .004 -.01 -.004 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
-.01* -.02* -.03† -.04 -.05† -.05 .003 -.003 -.01 -.01 -.01 
3. Lagged  
    Competence  
-.01 -.02* -.03† -.05* -.06* -.08* -.02 -.02 -.02 -.02 -.01 
4. Lagged Perf .95*** .86*** .70*** .57*** .47*** .37*** .20*** .12* .05 -.01 -.05 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
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Table 42. Lagged Effects for Predicting Outcomes in the Controlling-Aggressive  
 
Condition 
 
DV: Affect             
Predictors 
lagged at: 
1sec 2sec 4sec 6sec 8sec 10sec 12sec 14sec 16sec 18sec 20sec 
1. Lagged  
  Affect  
.65*** .59*** .55*** .52*** .48*** .45*** .45*** .35*** .31*** .29*** .25*** 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.002 .01 .03* .04† .05* .06* .03 .03 .02 .02 .01 
3. Lagged  
    Competence  
.01* .03*** .06*** .10*** .11*** .13*** .12*** .12*** .12** .11** .10* 
4. Lagged Perf .004 .01 .02 .03 .05 .05 .07 .05 .04 .03 .02 
DV: Autonomy 
NS 
           
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.05* .06* .06* .07* .08* .08† .05 .05 .05 .05 .06 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.98*** .92*** .82*** .72*** .63*** .56*** .42*** .37*** .33*** .31*** .29*** 
3. Lagged  
    Competence  
-.002 -.002 .001 .001 .001 .002 -.04 -.05 -.05 -.06 -.06 
4. Lagged Perf .01* .03** .05* .06* .07* .08† .09† .09† .09† .08 .07 
DV: 
Competence 
NS  
           
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.21*** .24*** .25*** .25*** .26*** .26*** .21** .03** .03** .03** .03** 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.01† .01 .02 .03 .03 .04 .04 .04 .04 .04 .04 
3. Lagged  
    Competence  
.98*** .94*** .86*** .78*** .71*** .65*** .53*** .06*** .07*** .08*** .09*** 
4. Lagged Perf -.0003 -.004 .004 .004 .004 .01 .01 .17 .12 .07 .04 
DV: 
Performance  
           
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.02** .02* .02 .01 .02 .03 .02 .03 .03 .03 .03 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.004 .01 .02 .02 .03 .04 .04 .04 .04† .04† .04† 
3. Lagged  
    Competence  
.004* .01† .02 .03† .04* .05* .05† .06* .07* .08** .09** 
4. Lagged Perf .95*** .85*** .71*** .59*** .48*** .38*** .24*** .18*** .12** .07† .04 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
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Table 43. Lagged Effects for Predicting Outcomes in the Controlling-Non-Aggressive  
 
Condition 
 
DV: Affect             
Predictors 
lagged at: 
1sec 2sec 4sec 6sec 8sec 10sec 12sec 14sec 16sec 18sec 20sec 
1. Lagged 
   Affect  
.50*** .39*** .32*** .29*** .27*** .23*** .18*** .18*** .14** .13** .11** 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
-.003 -.003 .02 .05* .06* .07* .06* .06* .05* .06* .06* 
3. Lagged  
  Competence  
.02** .03** .06** .06* .06† .05 .04 .04 .02 .02 .02 
4. Lagged  
    Perf 
-.005 -.01 -.02 -.02 -.01 .003 -.004 -.01 -.02 -.02 -.02 
DV: 
Autonomy NS 
           
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.04* .06** .09** .10** .10** .11** .11** .11* .12** .14** .16** 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
.97*** .90*** .76*** .63*** .52*** .42** .32*** .26** .20*** .15* .11† 
3. Lagged  
  Competence  
.003 .01 .01 .01 .02 .02 .02 .04 .05 .06 .07 
4. Lagged   
    Perf 
.005 .01 .01 .01 .01 .02 .004 .01 .02 .04 .05 
DV: 
Competence 
NS  
           
1. Lagged  
    Affect  
.22*** .26*** .26*** .25*** .22*** .20** .14* .11* .12*** .12*** .10*** 
2. Lagged  
    Autonomy  
.01*** .02*** .03*** .02*** .03*** .03** .03*** .03*** .04** .04* .05† 
3. Lagged  
  Competence  
.97 .90 .79 .70 .62 .55 .43 .38 .33 .29 .26 
4. Lagged  
    Perf 
.003 .01 .02 .04 .05 .06 .05 .06 .09 .11 .13 
DV: 
Performance  
           
1. Lagged  
   Affect  
.03*** .03*** .03*** .03*** .03*** .03** .06* .05† .04† .04† .03† 
2. Lagged  
   Autonomy  
-.003† -.005* -.01† -.02 -.02 -.03 -.03 -.04 -.05 -.06 -.06 
3. Lagged  
  Competence  
-
.004*** 
-
.005*** 
-
.004*** 
-
.003*** 
.02*** .01*** .03*** .03*** .02** .01** .003* 
4. Lagged  
   Perf 
.94 .85 .69 .55 .42 .31 .14 .05 -.02† -.08* -.13** 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported here † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY 
 
 
 In the present study, the motivational constructs of managerial autonomy-
supportive versus controlling styles and psychological need satisfaction were examined in 
a call center simulation. Unlike prior field research on autonomy support (Adie et al., 
2008; Black & Deci, 2000; Reeve et al., 2004), the use of an experimental design in the 
current study enabled control for many extraneous variables that would exist and be 
difficult to rule out as having an effect in a typical work environment. Therefore, this 
approach allowed for better isolation of the effects of managerial style along with the on-
going effects of customer behavior on the need satisfaction of call center employees.  
Also, in this study I examined the effects of customer and managerial behavior on 
employee outcomes of need satisfaction, performance, and well-being. As a result of this 
experiment, four major research questions were examined and will be outlined in this 
chapter. 
 First, the impact of the manager motivational style manipulation (i.e., autonomy 
support versus controlling) on employee well-being and performance ratings was tested. 
The manager manipulation had significant main effects on certain well-being outcomes 
(i.e., positive affect, psychological vitality) but not others (i.e., negative affect, emotional 
exhaustion), such that autonomy supportive managers led to greater well-being compared 
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to that seen for controlling managers; however, there was no significant effect of 
managerial style on trends or end-of-call need satisfaction or performance ratings. 
Second, the customer treatment manipulation (i.e., aggressive versus non-aggressive) had 
strong effects on reports of end-of-call well-being, continuously-rated performance 
during the call, and changes in need satisfaction and performance over time. Third, there 
were no significant interactive effects of the manager and customer on any outcome 
variables, including well-being, need satisfaction, and performance. Last, autonomy (but 
not competence) need satisfaction was shown to be a significant mediator for the effects 
of the manager and customer manipulations on employee well-being, but not for 
performance ratings. 
The Impact of Manager Motivational Style on Outcomes 
The manager’s motivational style affected some employee outcomes; specifically, 
the manipulation of motivational style of the manager in this experiment led to 
significantly different levels of positive affect and psychological vitality for participants 
(but not negative affect, emotional exhaustion, or performance ratings). The significant 
effect of autonomy supportiveness on positive well-being outcomes replicates previous 
work (Kasser & Ryan, 1999; Reeve et al., 2004), but the non-significant effect of 
manager style on negative well-being outcomes may likely be a function of the call center 
environment. For instance, although autonomy supportive managers are expected to 
satisfy employee needs overall and lead to enhanced employee well-being (Deci et al., 
2001; Gagné, 2003), the influence of the manager may have been eclipsed by the effect 
of the customer exchange, such that employees may feel emotionally exhausted and 
experience strong negative emotions if the call is challenging or taxing enough. Previous 
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research that had linked autonomy support to less emotional exhaustion and negative 
affect was conducted in environments with less stress or impending interpersonal conflict 
(e.g., coach-athlete relationships, Adie et al., 2008; friendships, Deci et al., 2006) 
compared to that of a call center job with angry customers. Therefore, autonomy 
supportive managers may not be able to significantly reduce employees’ harm to their 
well-being when it is seemingly inevitable in threatening situations such as service work. 
In these prior examples, the athlete, friend, or student was likely receiving autonomy 
support from a coach or teacher during non-evaluative periods in that the recipient may 
have been learning a skill or fostering a relationship with other party, during which time 
autonomy may be more valuable as opposed to a performance episode (i.e., customer 
service encounter). The present study involved a practice call, but the continuous ratings 
were collected during recorded calls with what were believed to be actual customers. 
Rather than offer autonomy during the actual performance period, managers can promote 
autonomy during learning or practice, as this is the time when error is acceptable and 
even encouraged for learning purposes Further, the nature of this call center simulation 
may not have allowed for as much emotional exhaustion or negative emotions, since 
interactions with the manager lasted only minutes and were more artificial than that of 
field studies previously tested.  
The impact of the manager motivational style did not extend beyond employee 
well-being, such that there was no evidence for participants with an autonomy supportive 
manager receiving higher performance ratings compared to those with a controlling 
manager. The non-significant relationship could stem from little between-person or 
within-person variability in performance ratings, by way of range restriction (i.e., 
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participants largely performed at equivalent levels) or self-regulation on the part of the 
participants (i.e., participants did not exhibit fluctuations in behavior despite being 
assigned to different experimental conditions). However, it is also possible that the 
documented positive relationship between autonomy supportive management and job 
performance (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004) may be more complex in a controlled 
environment such as a call center. The call center simulation involved largely mundane 
tasks (e.g., greeting the customer, reading instructions), so autonomy supportive 
managers may not be as effective at satisfying employee needs for autonomy when the 
work itself may be prompting employees to experience controlled motivation.  
The benefits of having an autonomy supportive manager (i.e., encouraging 
employees to persist longer in their work and to set better work goals) may not apply 
when certain indicators of performance that have been linked to autonomy support (e.g., 
persistence, Pelletier et al., 2001; setting better performance goals, Black & Deci, 2000) 
are predetermined in an experimental study like the call center simulation tested here. In 
the present study, the length of the performance episode was pre-determined (i.e., the 
customers hung up at a certain point in the script), and performance goals were 
established as part of the experimental paradigm; as a result, employees were not given 
the opportunity to persist or set goals based upon their autonomy need satisfaction. 
Therefore, the constraining nature of the study may have reduced the ability for an 
autonomy supportive manager to significantly influence employee performance.  
Further, a defining characteristic of autonomy supportive managers includes 
discussing and promoting aspects of the work that allow choice and discretion by the 
employee, but there was little room for choice or creativity in the customer interactions. 
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Thus, contrary to what was predicted in that autonomy supportive managers would help 
employees regulate their emotions and perform better (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007), the 
benefits of autonomy support are minimized. Instead, it could be argued that having a 
controlling manager improves employee performance for those who are uncertain or 
unfamiliar with the task, as the controlling manager provides structure and role clarity to 
enhance employees’ ability to adhere to display rules (Chebat & Kollias, 2000).  
In reference to the effects of the manager manipulation, the experimental 
paradigm for the present study may not have replicated a genuine manager-employee 
experience like that of an actual call center employee. The ‘manager’ in this study had 
approximately 5-10 minutes to portray her motivational style through a brief script. As 
can be the risk with any experiment, this one may have lacked the ecological validity 
required to allow participants a realistic and meaningful relationship with his or her 
manager. Additionally, based upon participants’ responses to manipulation checks 
demonstrating a diminished ability for participants assigned to the ‘controlling manager’ 
condition to identify the manager as ‘controlling,’ I can conclude that the manager 
motivational style was not strong enough as a manipulation and likely contributed to the 
non-significant findings. Therefore, I do not assume that the manager motivational style 
cannot have more powerful effects on employee-customer interactions, but such an effect 
may be more likely to be observed after managers establish deeper connections and long-
term relationships with the employees.    
The Impact of Customer Treatment on Outcomes 
 The customer treatment manipulation had robust effects on employee well-being 
and performance outcomes. Participants dealing with aggressive customers reported 
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significantly worse well-being and received lower performance ratings compared to those 
who faced non-aggressive customers. These findings replicate prior work that concludes 
employees must invest more resources, regulate more negative emotions (because they 
experience more negative emotions), and are less able to appear authentic during 
unpleasant customer encounters (Ben-Zur & Yagil, 2005; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011), 
which accounts for the declines in well-being and performance ratings. In other words, 
like in any customer service setting, difficult customers require more effort on behalf of 
the employee and, despite increased effort, result in worse performance by the employee.  
 In addition, the aggressive customer condition resulted in negative trends for 
employee need satisfaction and performance. More specifically, Figures 18-21 illustrate 
how the trends in need satisfaction and performance took on an oscillating pattern, such 
that they fluctuated often with frequent peaks and valleys during their general decline 
overall. The oscillations include instances when employees reported substantial changes 
within a short amount of time (i.e., sharp increases or decreases in ratings; Lizdek, 2012), 
best captured in individual examples of participant experiences, see Appendix H). The 
abrupt changes illustrate the effects of micro-events embedded in the confederate caller 
scripts. During the first phase of the call, callers make emotionally neutral comments 
(e.g., “Where is the border?” and “How long will this take?”), which can be construed as 
innocent or, at least, not offensive comments. However, Phase II begins with an 
emotionally charged comment (“Seriously?...This is ridiculous. What a waste of time.”) 
that clearly denotes frustration and negative emotions, triggering the employees to react 
by reporting less need satisfaction and more negative emotions. The duration of Phase II 
for aggressive customer encounters includes a smattering of negative micro-events that 
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blame the participant for failure to perform the task efficiently, questions the participant’s 
competence, and other means of ridicule, accounting for the general decline in employee 
outcomes during aggressive calls (Lian et al., 2012; Solomon & Serres, 1999). The peaks 
and valleys in employee ratings demonstrate how malleable constructs such as need 
satisfaction and affect can be, such that participants seem to recover quickly in between 
the negative comments uttered by callers. However, the trends do suggest that, despite 
brief resilience, employees likely feel the weight of accumulating negative comments, as 
shown in the global decline over time and significantly lower end-of-call ratings 
compared to those in the non-aggressive customer condition.  
An interesting, yet unexpected, finding was that the non-aggressive customer—
acting merely pleasant to the employee—resulted in positive trends for autonomy and 
competence need satisfaction as well as performance ratings. Rather than assuming 
employees’ psychological need satisfaction would remain stagnate during neutral 
interactions (i.e., demonstrating a weak, non-significant slope over time), the results 
suggest that the absence of negativity or unpleasantness was sufficient for meeting 
employee needs. Also, the non-aggressive customer scripts included micro-events that, 
after pilot testing and revisions, became more positive in order to sufficiently contrast 
with the aggressive customer condition (e.g., “I feel a lot better about being able to finish 
this experiment now. Thank you.”). Further, the anticipation of encountering difficult 
customers in this particular context may have led participants, who then did not encounter 
a difficult customer, to experience positive well-being as their actual experience exceeded 
fears and expectations.  
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The Interactive Effects of Manager Style and Customer Treatment on Outcomes 
Unlike the manager and customer manipulations that had significant main effects, 
results showed the interaction of manager motivational style and customer treatment had 
no significant effects on average ratings, end-of-call ratings, or trends over time. Based 
on research where the manager motivational style served as a contextual variable which 
interacted with person-level motivation to predict employee outcomes (Vansteenkiste et 
al., 2004), I expected the manager manipulation to interact with customer behavior in 
much the same way. It could be that the manager and customer manipulations both 
represent social/contextual influences, accounting for the additive (rather than interactive) 
effects of these manipulations when predicting employee well-being and performance. 
However, considering the main effects of manager motivational style on employee 
outcomes were limited, it can be concluded that the customer manipulation more strongly 
shaped the call center experience and work environment for employees as compared to 
the manager manipulation.  
The general prediction in my hypothesis relating to the manager-customer 
interaction was that autonomy supportive managers could buffer the harmful effects of 
aggressive customers. Although significant findings did not prevail, the trends exhibit the 
general slopes that were predicted, such that the negative slopes in need satisfaction and 
affect for individuals in the autonomy support-aggressive condition were flatter compared 
to those in the controlling-aggressive condition. Without significantly different slopes 
across the experimental conditions, however, the extent to which autonomy supportive 
managers improve employee outcomes compared to controlling managers cannot be 
determined. Thus, having autonomy supportive managers did demonstrate some 
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amelioration for employee well-being, even if the effects were not statistically 
significant. Grandey and colleagues (2004) found that the manager’s support can prevent 
customer service employees from exhibiting adverse reactions to the burnout and stress 
they experience from their work, but this finding is likely to apply to manager-employee 
relationships that are more established and long-term. Perhaps the nature of the manager-
employee dyad requires time for the two parties to build rapport and, in turn, the effects 
of this relationship are also longer-lasting and distal. In that case, the influence of an 
autonomy supportive manager may be captured over the course of longer periods of time, 
such as across multiple weeks or months. 
The Mediating Role of Psychological Need Satisfaction 
In support of self-determination theory that posits how autonomy support leads to 
greater well-being (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999; Sheldon et al., 2004), manager motivational 
style resulted in greater well-being by way of increased autonomy need satisfaction. 
However, competence need satisfaction did not significantly mediate the relationship 
between manager motivational style and well-being, which indicates how needs for 
autonomy and competence function differently and independently. The manager 
manipulation did not significantly predict competence need satisfaction, which may lead 
to the explanation for why competence need satisfaction did not mediate relationships 
between manager motivational style and outcomes. Employees may not feel more or less 
competent in response to managerial influence, and instead they may evaluate their level 
of competence based upon how well the performance episode progresses. Also, research 
offered by Eisenberger and others finds that extrinsic rewards can promote employee 
competence, which would suggest that controlling managers, and not just autonomy 
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supportive ones, can increase competence need satisfaction (Eisenberger et al., 1999). In 
this case, beneficial effects of controlling managers could have nullified any beneficial 
effects of autonomy supportive managers on competence need satisfaction. That being 
said, the effect of the manager on employee outcomes is not explained well by 
competence need satisfaction, as this variable may just as likely increase in response to 
an autonomy supportive manager as to a controlling manager. 
Meanwhile, both autonomy and competence need satisfaction mediated the 
relationship between customer treatment and well-being. The fact that both types of need 
satisfaction are significant mediators supports the general notion posed by self-
determination theory that individual need satisfaction changes in response to perceived 
support and, in turn, influences employee well-being (Baard et al., 2004; Deci et al., 
2001; Reinboth et al, 2004). Specifically, the degree to which the customer treats the 
employee well may act as another form of perceived support, similar to that of autonomy 
support exhibited by a manager (Baard et al., 2004; Deci et al., 2001) or coach (Reinboth 
et al., 2004) to which its effects on employee outcomes have been shown to be mediated 
by employee need satisfaction. However, there remains the question of why competence 
need satisfaction mediates the effects of customer treatment but not manager motivational 
style on well-being outcomes. Through further analyses in which affect (i.e., average 
continuously rated affect provided by the participant) was included in the testing for 
indirect effects, it was discovered that competence need satisfaction no longer 
significantly mediated the effect of customer treatment on most employee outcomes. 
Therefore, other mediating variables such as affect and perspective taking have been 
documented (Cossette & Hess, 2012; Parker & Axtell, 2001; Rupp & Spencer, 2006) and 
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explain significant variance in certain outcome variables, such that psychological need 
satisfaction is certainly not the exclusive or, perhaps, not even the primary driving force. 
It is important to note that affect closely resembles the well-being outcome variables 
tested (i.e., positive affect, negative affect, vitality, emotional exhaustion), so it would be 
difficult to find significant mediation on behalf of need satisfaction above and beyond 
affect when the outcomes were affect-laden. Still, it remains that autonomy need 
satisfaction is an important mediating variable, indicating that it should be measured and 
considered in explaining employee reactions to work events. 
Despite finding significant indirect effects of need satisfaction on well-being 
outcomes, autonomy and competence need satisfaction did not significantly mediate the 
effects of manager or customer manipulations on performance ratings. Evidence collected 
by Baard and others demonstrated how autonomy supportive managers resulted in higher 
performance ratings for employees by way of increased need satisfaction (Baard et al., 
2004); yet, the call center environment of the present study differed substantially from 
that of Baard’s research. Further, as was discussed previously, the manager manipulation 
had no significant main effects on performance as customer behavior largely shaped 
employee performance ratings, so it was not surprising to find that need satisfaction did 
not significantly mediate relationships between manager motivational style and 
performance either.  
Implications for Self-Determination Theory 
 Replicating previous work done in the way of need satisfaction and autonomy 
support (Gagné, 2003; Ryan & Frederick, 1997), autonomy supportive managers 
improved certain well-being outcomes for employees. The increases to employee positive 
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affect and vitality were driven, in part, by employees’ need for autonomy being met, so 
the benefits of autonomy support and autonomy need satisfaction have been confirmed. 
Yet, with non-significant effects on negative affect and emotional exhaustion, there was 
no evidence to support that the manager—in particular, the controlling manager—
resulted in worse employee outcomes. It may not be as simple as saying each style of 
management is exclusively harmful or beneficial in the customer service context.  
Although autonomy support has been shown to serve as a means for supporting 
the employee (Salanova et al., 2005), providing autonomy and choice to the employee 
who works in a highly stressful environment may not be appropriate or helpful. Instead, a 
controlling managerial style could support the employee by providing structure and a 
sense of security amidst a pressuring, chaotic environment (Chebat & Kollias, 2000). 
Thus, autonomy may not be as valuable and, instead, the controlling manager style 
becomes a job resource that can alleviate the harm brought onto employees by job 
demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Altogether, findings indicate no clear effect of the 
manager motivational style on negative well-being outcomes or performance for 
employees, suggesting that either style of management may provide support to a call 
center worker. 
It is important to consider the difference in ‘job autonomy,’ (i.e., extent to which 
the job allows for substantial freedom, independence, and discretion; Hackman & 
Oldham, 1976) which is an inherent part of the work itself, versus autonomy support, 
which has been discussed here as a motivational approach during which managers 
maximize and promote employee choice as much as possible. Despite the behavior of the 
autonomy supportive manager in this study, participants were limited in the amount of 
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job autonomy experienced during the call center task. In addition to the literature of job 
characteristics, the leadership literature has indicated that several variables, of which 
many exist for the present study (e.g., employee need for information, pressure and other 
characteristics of the task), can moderate the relationship between manager behavior and 
employee attitudes and performance (Kerr, Schreisheim, Murphy, & Stogdill, 1974). 
Results of this study may have been moderated by contextual factors, such as participants 
having little familiarity with the task and feeling pressured by the customer or the 
situation in general, so that an autonomy supportive manager was not as beneficial or 
effective as Self-Determination theorists would normally expect.   
 Also, antecedents of competence need satisfaction were not clearly identified in 
the present study, since the manager manipulation did not significantly predict average 
continuously rated competence need satisfaction. Unlike autonomy need satisfaction that 
was significantly influenced by manager motivational style, the level of competence need 
satisfaction for employees was more greatly affected by customer behavior. The degree 
to which participants felt they were effectively performing the task (i.e., competence, the 
average of continuous ratings) was influenced by how the customer was behaving and 
responding to them, rather than the interaction with the ‘manager’ prior to the task 
beginning. It is important to note how autonomy and competence need satisfaction are 
distinct constructs, yet they typically are positively correlated (Levesque, Zuehlke, 
Stanek, & Ryan, 2004) and were in the present study (r = .20, p < .01). Some self-
determination theorists insist that competence must be coupled with autonomy in order 
for employees to “self-regulate and sustain behaviors” that allow them to better learn and 
perform well (Ryan, Patrick, Deci, & Williams, 2008, p. 2); and feeling a sense of 
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mastery over one’s task or environment (i.e., competence) often occurs simultaneously 
with the feeling of exercising choice and one’s own ideas (i.e., autonomy; Vansteenkiste, 
Lens, Soenens, & Luyckx, 2006). However, employee reports of competence need 
satisfaction may diverge from reports of autonomy need satisfaction in a constrained call 
center setting; for instance, participants in the controlling manager condition who, in 
addition, faced an aggressive customer demonstrated no significant within-person 
correlations between autonomy and competence need satisfaction over time (e.g., r = .19, 
n.s.). Therefore, the independent pattern of results among autonomy and competence 
need satisfaction challenges previous theory.    
 Having seen no interactive effects for the manager and customer manipulations on 
employee outcomes, we can conclude that the manager’s influence may not amplify or 
mitigate employees’ daily experiences (e.g., a customer call) as expected. That is not to 
say managers cannot have main effects on employee attitudes and behavior, as autonomy 
support literature has shown (Black & Deci, 2000; Deci et al., 2006; Gagné et al., 2003; 
Gillet et al., 2010). The manager’s influence may serve as a more distal or contextual 
variable that only produces changes in employee outcomes over extended periods of time 
or among established dyadic groups (e.g., manager-employee, coach-athlete, teacher-
student). Instead, an angry customer or other affective events at work are likely to 
demand one’s resources and shape an employee’s most immediate needs and experiences. 
Further, it may be that individual differences in employee preferences for autonomy 
versus controlled types of motivation (i.e., causality orientation; Gagné & Deci, 2005) 
may interact with manager motivational style to better predict employee outcomes. For 
instance, if certain employees have a control orientation by generally interpreting and 
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experiencing environments to be controlling, then having a controlling manager (rather 
than an autonomy supportive one) could result in stronger effects on employee self-
reports and performance.  
 Another major contribution of the study was to identify patterns of change in 
employee need satisfaction throughout the customer service episode. As predicted, 
autonomy and competence need satisfaction changed during the customer call as a 
function of how customers treated the employee. Rather than acting as a static variable, 
employee need satisfaction demonstrated increases or decreases during the 3 to 4-minute 
call, which illuminates how sensitive one’s psychological needs are and how readily they 
can be met or thwarted within a brief interaction. As an extension of previous daily diary 
studies (Reis et al., 2000; Ryan et al., 2010), it is important not only to consider the 
number of pleasant versus unpleasant days (or even, number of calls per day) that a 
customer service representative completes but also the proportion of time that was 
pleasant or unpleasant within each of those calls. In examining the continuous or lower 
level of analysis in this way, factors contributing to levels of well-being may be more 
precisely identified. 
 An important implication for self-determination theory pertains to the role of 
psychological need satisfaction in explaining the effects of manager or customer behavior 
on employee outcomes. Autonomy need satisfaction accounts for the beneficial effect of 
autonomy supportive management on employee well-being, but several non-significant 
findings suggest that other explanatory variables exist and should be examined. For 
instance, employee need satisfaction is better suited for mediating relationships with 
well-being outcomes rather than third-party, objective ratings of performance. Potential 
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mediators of performance, which was defined as an employee’s ability to remain 
courteous and to meet the needs of the customer, may include variables tested in 
customer service work, such as emotional expressivity (Grandey, 2000) or emotional 
intelligence (Goleman, 2001).  
Practical Implications 
 There are several practical implications that apply to call center employees and 
customer service workers in general. First, autonomy supportive managers can likely 
improve employee well-being. However, the present study does not provide evidence that 
either manager motivational style improves or harms employee performance overall due 
to the subtleness of the manager manipulation. If the manager manipulations (i.e., 
scripting and behaviors) were strengthened and the experimental paradigm did not 
include fixed variables (i.e., length of the performance episode, preset performance 
goals), then the manager manipulation may have resulted in significant findings. 
Specifically, it could be that an autonomy supportive manager would improve 
performance ratings by allowing employees to internalize the task (Kasser & Ryan, 1996) 
and persist longer when attempting to help the customer (Pelletier et al., 2001; 
Vansteenkiste et al., 2004), and a controlling manager would improve performance by 
providing structure and direction to aid in the employees’ interactions with customers 
(Chebat & Kollias, 2000). On the other hand, autonomy support may lead to decreased 
performance for employees if the employees are overwhelmed with information and 
experience anxiety when confronted with choice and freedom in the face of what feels 
like an unfamiliar or challenging task (Chebat & Kollias, 2000). Controlling managers 
could also lead to declines in employee performance if employees more readily abandon 
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their goals of helping the customers once customer become rude or angry (Pelletier et al., 
2001; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004); also, performance ratings may decrease if employees 
strictly follow scripts and appear inauthentic during their conversations with customers 
(Yagil & Medler-Liraz, 2014). 
Next, autonomy supportive managers bolster autonomy need satisfaction, but 
employee competence is affected by how successfully or effectively the individual 
believes he or she is performing. This provides managers with the opportunity to increase 
competence need satisfaction through feedback, employee recognition (e.g., praise, 
awards), or merit raises in order to show how the employees’ performance is valued 
(Eisenberger et al., 1999). Also, the managerial approach was not an effective way to 
reduce the costs of customer mistreatment on employees, as seen by non-significant 
interactive effects. There may be other more direct or immediate ways by which 
managers can assist customer service workers, such as through pleasant coworker 
encounters, rests, or snack breaks that could “refill” an employee’s deprivation of 
psychological resources (Trougakos, Beal, Green, & Weiss, 2008; Trougakos & Hideg, 
2009). As seen in frequent peaks and valleys over time, employee need satisfaction can 
be quickly recovered, so managers and employees should take time to satisfy these 
essential psychological needs again before continuing to receive potentially depleting 
customer calls. 
 Last, with overwhelming evidence pointing to customer behavior as a driving 
force for employee outcomes, practitioners should consider the consequences of 
continued customer service encounters in industries where customers largely complain or 
aggress. This finding has been well-documented (Grandey et al., 2004; Hershcovis & 
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Barling, 2009; Rupp & Spencer, 2006), but the point remains critical that incessant 
customer mistreatment toward employees highly relates to burnout, job dissatisfaction, 
and turnover regardless of what measures are taken by the organization or direct 
supervisors. Results from the present study suggest that, even when employee need 
satisfaction and affect rebounds in between negative micro-events, employees reported 
overall declines in these outcomes when encountering an aggressive customer. Therefore, 
several negative comments can accumulate and increasingly burden the exhausted service 
representatives. With the technological era upon us, certain companies have developed 
automated recordings and more advanced logarithms to sufficiently address customer 
needs without the use of human representatives (e.g., Bares, Mott, Zettlemoyer, & Lester, 
2007). This approach may have a benefit to service workers if they are able to reduce the 
volume of unpleasant customer contact. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
 Although important information has been gleaned from this study, as with all 
research it includes several limitations that should inform subsequent studies. The first 
and most significant limitation involves the nature or strength of the managerial 
manipulation. The pattern of significant main effects for this manipulation (i.e., only 
significantly predicting positive affect outcomes and not negative affect outcomes) could 
be a function of how the ‘controlling manager’ manipulation was scripted, suggesting 
that this manipulation was not as strong as other manipulations to significantly impact the 
employee experience. In fact, it may be the case that the ‘controlling manager’ script was 
too subtle because it closely matched what participants would expect for a call center 
task, whereas the ‘autonomy supportive manager’ script was more salient by violating 
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participant expectations. The manager scripts had been altered following a pilot study to 
strengthen this effect, and the vast majority of participants passed manipulation checks in 
the experiment. However, it seems as though further changes to phrasing, affective tone, 
or posture on the part of the experimenter might be explored as ways to improve this 
experimental paradigm. Otherwise, future research should operationalize the manager 
role in customer service simulations differently, such that the manager has more “touch 
points” or exchanges with the employee to better exemplify how relationships occur 
between actual call center employees and managers. 
 Second, the present study observed little variability with regard to the continuous 
ratings of performance, as provided by third-party evaluators. Findings indicated that 
performance was not significantly related to managerial style and that performance did 
not continuously relate to need satisfaction during the call. However, we are left to 
wonder if performance truly does not relate to these variables or if there was insufficient 
variability to illustrate these relationships. It is likely that the participants exhibited less 
variability in their behavior (observed performance) as compared to their experiential 
reports (need satisfaction, affect), since they took on the role of a customer service 
representative, who engages in emotional labor aimed at keeping external appearances 
steady despite internal variability (Gabriel & Diefendorff, 2015). Also, the training 
conducted with third-party raters may have encouraged little variability in ratings, as 
raters were instructed to shift their ratings only when warranted by an obvious change in 
affective tone or content. Thus, future research could measure and examine third-party 
performance ratings at the continuous level once again and define ‘customer service 
performance’ differently so as to constitute greater variability.  
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 Third, future research could improve upon the current study by testing 
motivational variables in a real-life call center environment. Despite participants 
reporting that they found the call center simulation to be realistic on average, the findings 
from this experimental design should be compared to those assessed during actual call 
center interactions. In particular, the manager in an actual call center, who would have an 
established relationship with the employees, may have stronger effects on employee 
outcomes compared to the surrogate manager/experimenter, who was a new and 
unfamiliar figure. Additionally, actual service employees are more likely to express their 
own ideas and opinions as they have developed greater proficiency and comfort in this 
kind of work, exhibiting greater or more frequent autonomous need satisfaction compared 
to participants in an experiment. 
Based upon the findings from testing lagged effects across the experimental 
conditions, another avenue for future research could include the investigation of manager 
or customer behavior on the relationships between two or more employee outcomes over 
time. In other words, the present study did not support the main effect of manager 
motivational style on continuous-level employee outcomes (i.e., need satisfaction, 
performance ratings), but the manager style may predict how closely related these 
employee outcomes are throughout the course of the call. It would be valuable to know 
how autonomy and competence need satisfaction covary in autonomy supportive versus 
controlling managerial conditions, in that employees’ needs for autonomy and 
competence may be equally met by one experimental condition and not in others.  
The final suggestion for future research includes testing other variables 
continuously since the current study was limited to measuring three continuous-level 
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variables. Other variables relevant to the call center setting and likely to produce dynamic 
effects throughout the customer call include job satisfaction, perspective taking, or 
mental workload/resource depletion. Beyond customer service interactions, continuous-
level ratings could be captured within other work-related interactions (e.g., manager – 
employee interactions) to determine the temporal nature of key work variables in a 
variety of employee experiences.  
Conclusion 
 Previously, affect and emotional labor strategies were the entirety of what 
customer service research measured and considered (Goldberg & Grandey, 2007; 
Grandey et al., 2004; Spencer & Rupp, 2006), so the present study introduced the 
motivational literature into this setting to better understand how customer service workers 
report dynamic motivation and psychological need satisfaction. Through this 
examination, I hope to encourage a new stream of research that weds the idea of manager 
motivational support with customer service to optimize employee well-being and bottom-
line performance measures. Although much more has yet to be determined, there is 
evidence to support the dynamic nature of autonomy and competence need satisfaction 
over the course of a brief customer encounter; this indicates micro-level changes in 
employee experiences that should no longer be overlooked. Therefore, managers and 
customer service employees should attend to their rapidly changing psychological needs 
and consider the ramifications of these changes on employee behavior and attitudes 
overall.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
MEASURES 
 
 
Pre-Simulation Measures 
1. Demographics (Gabriel, 2013) 
1. Age (in years) 
2. Sex 
3. Ethnicity (Caucasian, African American, Asian American, American 
Indian, Hispanic, Other [please specify]) 
4. Do you work full-time or part-time? 
i. If yes: How many hours per week do you work on average? 
ii. If yes: How long have you worked with your current company? 
iii. If yes: What is your job title? 
iv. If yes: Please list your primary job duties involved in this position. 
5. Have you ever had any job experience in a service occupation? 
i. If yes: Please list the name of each service job/job title, the primary 
job duties, and the length of time worked for each job. 
ii. Repeat for up to five occupations. 
6. Have you ever worked in a call center?  
i. If yes: Please provide the length of time you worked at the call 
center, as well as your primary job duties. 
 
2. Neuroticism (Saucier, 1994; ơ = .78) 
1. Unenvious (R) 
2. Relaxed (R) 
3. Moody 
4. Jealous 
5. Temperamental 
6. Envious 
7. Touchy 
8. Fretful 
 
3. Dispositional Affect (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) 
This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 
emotions.  Indicate to what extent you feel this way in general. (1 = Very strongly 
disagree, 7 = Very strongly agree; PA ơ = .86, NA α = .84) 
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Positive Affect 
1. Excited 
2. Enthusiastic 
3.  Interested 
4. Alert 
5. Inspired 
6. Strong 
7. Determined 
8. Attentive 
9. Active 
10. Proud 
Negative Affect 
1. Hostile 
2. Irritable 
3. Distressed 
4. Ashamed 
5. Upset 
6. Nervous 
7. Guilty 
8. Scared 
9. Afraid 
10. Jittery 
 
4. Basic Needs Satisfaction in General Scale (BNSG-S; Johnston & Finney, 2010) 
Please read each of the following items carefully, thinking about how it relates to 
your life, and then indicate how true it is for you. Use the following scale to 
respond (1 = “not at all true,” 7 = “very true”). 
 
Autonomy 
1. I feel like I am free to decide for myself how to live my life. 
2. I feel pressured in my life. 
3. I generally feel free to express my ideas and opinions. 
4. In my daily life, I frequently have to do what I am told. 
5. People I interact with on a daily basis tend to take my feelings into 
consideration. 
6. I feel like I can pretty much be myself in my daily situations. 
7. There is not much opportunity for me to decide for myself how to 
do things in my daily life. 
Competence 
8. Often, I do not feel very competent. 
9. People I know tell me I am good at what I do. 
10. I have been able to learn interesting new skills recently. 
11. Most days I feel a sense of accomplishment from what I do. 
12. In my life I do not get much of a chance to show how capable I 
am. 
13. I often do not feel very capable. 
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Simulation Measures 
1. Continuous Ratings: 
Need Satisfaction 
1. How did you feel at the moment? (1 = Fully constrained, 20 = Very 
free) 
2. How did you feel at the moment? (1 = Very incompetent, 20 = Very 
competent) 
Affect/Emotionality 
2. How did you feel at the moment? (1 = Very negative, 20 = Very 
positive) 
 
2.  Third-Party Customer Service Ratings: 
1. What level of service did the participant deliver? (1 = Very weak, 20 = 
Outstanding) 
 
3. Third-Party Managerial Condition Ratings: 
1. Please rate how autonomous (i.e., free to act as he/she wished) the 
participant sounded (1 = Not at all autonomous, 5 = Very autonomous) 
2. Please indicate how true it was that the participant frequently 
expressed his/her own ideas or opinions (1 = Not at all true, 5 = Very 
true) 
3. Please rate how controlled (i.e., constrained to act a specific way) the 
participant sounded (1 = Not very controlled, 4 = Extremely 
controlled) 
4. Please indicate the frequency with which the participant followed 
those instructions prescribed by the experimenter (1 = Rarely, 4 = 
Always) 
5. Please indicate whether the participant largely expressed his/her own 
ideas (autonomy support) or those ideas provided by the experimenter 
(controlled) (1 = Autonomy Support, 2 = Controlled) 
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Post-Simulation Measures 
1. Realism of Call Center Experience (Gabriel, 2013; α = .78) 
Instructions: As you reflect back on your call center experience today, please state 
how much you agree with the following questions on the below 5-point scale  (1 = 
“strongly disagree;” 5 = “strongly agree”). 
1. This call center experience was realistic. 
2. I felt like a real call center worker. 
3. My interaction with the student caller was believable. 
 
2. Perceived Motivating Style (Jang, Reeve, Ryan, & Kim, 2009; Reeve & Tseng, 
2011) 
Perceived Controlling (α = .87) 
1. The experimenter tried to control how I acted. 
2. The experimenter put a lot of pressure on me. 
Perceived Autonomy Supportive (α = .88) 
3. The experimenter provided me with choices and options. 
4. The experimenter allowed me the freedom to act how I wanted with 
the customer.  
5. The experimenter gave me the freedom to act how I wanted during the 
call. 
 
3. Perceived Customer Treatment (Dormann & Zapf, 2004; original scale α = .89) 
1. I liked the customer. 
2. The customer was hostile. 
 
4. Psychological Vitality (Ryan & Frederick, 1997; original scale α = .84) 
1. I feel alive and vital. 
2. I don’t feel very energetic.  
3. I have energy and spirit. 
4. I feel energized.  
 
5. Emotional Exhaustion (Erickson & Ritter, 2001) 
1. I feel emotionally drained from this call center task. 
2. I feel used up right now.  
3. This call center task really put a lot of strain on me.  
4. I feel burned out from this call center task.  
5. This call center task put too much stress on me.  
6. I feel I worked too hard on this call center task.  
 
6. Momentary Affect (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) 
This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 
emotions.  Indicate to what extent you feel this way at the moment. (1 = Very 
strongly disagree, 7 = Very strongly agree; PA ơ = .86, NA α = .84) 
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Positive Affect 
1. Excited 
2. Enthusiastic 
3. Interested 
4. Alert 
5. Inspired 
6. Strong 
7. Determined 
8. Attentive 
9. Active 
10. Proud 
Negative Affect 
11. Hostile 
12. Irritable 
13. Distressed 
14. Ashamed 
15. Upset 
16. Nervous 
17. Guilty 
18. Scared 
19. Afraid 
20. Jittery 
 
7. Perspective Taking (Parker & Axtell, 2001; α = .77) 
1. If customers sound rude, it’s usually because they have good reason to 
be. (positive attribution) 
2. Customers work just as hard as I do. (positive attribution) 
3. I feel concerned for my customers if they are under pressure. 
(empathy) 
4. It pleases me to see my customers doing well. (empathy) 
5. I understand the problems my customers experience. (empathy) 
6. I can relate to my customers when things go wrong. (empathy) 
 
8. Mental Workload (Reid, Shingledecker, & Eddemeier, 1981; α = .87) 
1. How much effort did you invest into this task?  
(1 = “Very little mental effort and concentration,” 2 = “moderate 
conscious effort and concentration,” 3 = “extensive mental effort 
and concentration”) 
2. How much attention did you this task require? 
(1 = “little or no attention, “ 2 = “considerable attention,” 3 = “total 
attention”) 
 
9. Basic Need Satisfaction at Work (Deci, Ryan, Gagné, Leone, Usunov, & 
Kornazheva, 2001) 
The following questions concern your feelings about the call center simulation 
during the last few minutes. Please indicate how true each of the following 
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statement is for you given your experiences on this task. Please use the following 
scale in responding to the items (1 = “not at all true,” 7 = “very true”). 
Autonomy 
1. I feel like I was able to make a lot of inputs to decide how the task got 
done. 
2. I was free to express my ideas and opinions during the task.  
3. When I was working on the task, I had to do what I was told. 
4. I feel like I could pretty much be myself during this task. 
5. There was not much opportunity for me to decide for myself how to go 
about this task. 
Competence 
6. I did not feel very competent when I worked on this task. 
7. I was able to learn interesting new skills during this task. 
8. I feel a sense of accomplishment from working on this task. 
9. I did not get much of a chance to show how capable I am during this 
task. 
10. When I was working on this task I did not feel very capable.
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APPENDIX B 
 
EXPERIMENTER SCRIPTS 
 
 
Managerial Motivation Style (Between-Subjects Manipulation 1) 
These managerial scripts will be read to participants by the experimenter. Red lettering 
indicates those changes between scripts and conditions in which managerial motivation 
has been manipulated.  
 
AUTONOMY SUPPORT CONDITION (Gabriel, 2013; Sheldon & Filak, 2008):  
 
Thank you for your participation in this experiment. The purpose of this research is to 
explore customer service in call centers, and this project is in partnership with a local call 
center in Akron that is interested in improving the customer service experience in their 
business.  
 
For this project, the investigators of this study are collaborating with a team of 
researchers who are conducting a concurrent study at another university in the Midwest. 
We are asking that you would answer calls (via Skype, an internet-based phone service) 
from other students participating in the other experiment and try to assist them however 
you see fit. You will be provided with thorough instructions for answering any questions 
they might have and helping them complete their task, but we always encourage you to 
feel free to voice your own ideas or solutions where you see fit. The callers (i.e., the 
participants in the other experiment) have been told that the University Tech Support 
(UTS, i.e., you) will be on hand to assist them with potential problems during the task 
they need to complete. The first five people to finish the other experiment will be entered 
in a drawing to win $100, so they will appreciate any help you are willing to offer them.  
 
Although it may be difficult at times, we ask that for the sake of ensuring realism, you 
treat the callers as if you were an actual customer service representative working for 
University Tech Support. Please remember that the “customers” calling you do not know 
that you are participating in an experiment. They believe that you are an employee of 
UTS. Therefore, consider using language that you think is professional and appropriate 
for a customer service representative to use and treat participants as actual customers 
without informing them that you are also part of a study. 
 
 
In front of you are key materials for the study: 
 180 
 Caller ID Slips: It would be best if you first ask for their participant ID number. 
There is a greeting provided, but you can paraphrase or ask it however you’d like- 
as long as you collect the ID number and write it down on one of these caller 
slips. 
 PowerPoint Manual: In front of you is the PowerPoint manual that University 
Tech Support has provided. Inside, you’ll find step-by-step instructions, which 
can serve as a helpful reference when responding to questions. Still, feel free to be 
personable and make the words your own when addressing the customer, so you 
are more than welcome to paraphrase what has been written. Also, University 
Tech Support found that callers rarely asked questions that were not contained 
somewhere in this manual, so you should be able to flip through the manual and 
find the correct heading and information to any customer inquiry. 
 
Again, callers will assume you are an actual customer service provider, so treat these 
interactions as if they were actual conversations with real customers. As you take on the 
role of a customer service representative, you can use your own judgment as to how 
exactly you wish to address or solve customer questions, but we trust that you will remain 
courteous and pleasant to customers at all times.  
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CONTROLLED CONDITION (Gabriel, 2013; Sheldon & Filak, 2008): 
 
Thank you for your participation in this experiment. The purpose of this research is to 
explore customer service in call centers, and this project is in partnership with a local call 
center in Akron that is interested in improving the customer service experience in their 
business.  
 
For this project, the investigators of this study are collaborating with a team of 
researchers who are conducting a concurrent study at another university in the Midwest. 
You must answer calls (via Skype, an internet-based phone service) from other students 
participating in the other experiment and respond to their questions exactly the way the 
instruction manual states. You will be provided with thorough instructions for answering 
any questions they might have and helping them complete their task, which you must 
follow precisely as written or else those students will not successfully complete their 
experiment. The callers (i.e., the participants in the other experiment) have been told that 
the University Tech Support (UTS, i.e., you) will be on hand to assist them with potential 
problems during the task they need to complete. The first five people to finish the other 
experiment will be entered in a drawing to win $100, so it is important that you follow 
the instructions exactly as they are.  
 
In order to ensure realism, you cannot be informal or unprofessional; but rather, we 
require that you treat the callers as if you were an actual customer service representative 
working for University Tech Support. Remember that the “customers” calling you do not 
know that you are participating in an experiment. They believe that you are an employee 
of UTS. Therefore, you must follow our rules for customer service and treat participants 
as actual customers. Do not inform them that you are also part of a study. 
 
 
In front of you are key materials for the study: 
 Caller ID Slips: You must first say the designated greeting, during which you 
will ask for their participant ID number. You cannot continue in the conversation 
if they do not provide you their number. Once you get their ID number, you have 
to write it down on one of these caller slips. 
 PowerPoint Manual: In front of you is the PowerPoint manual that University 
Tech Support has provided. Inside, you’ll find step-by-step instructions, which 
you must say verbatim when responding to questions. There is no reason or 
allowable excuse for you to deviate from these steps. Also, University Tech 
Support found that callers rarely asked questions that were not contained 
somewhere in this manual, so you should be able to flip through the manual and 
the correct heading and read the instructions step-by-step exactly as they are 
written for any customer inquiry. 
 
Again, callers will assume you are an actual customer service provider, so treat these 
interactions as if they were actual conversations with real customers. We know what 
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makes for the best customer service, so it is critical that you adhere to our customer 
service principles: 
- Maintain a pleasant demeanor at all times.  
- Remember, a smile can be transmitted even through one’s tone of voice!  
- Do not act irritated or unfriendly.  
- Remain courteous and pleasant.  
 
Lastly, your performance in this task will be audio-recorded. We insist that all 
conversations be recorded in order to complete the second portion of this study, which 
will be explained to you later.  
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APPENDIX C 
 
CONFEDERATE SCRIPTS 
 
 
Customer Treatment (Between-Subject Manipulation 2) 
These customer treatment scripts will be used by confederates when interacting with 
participants during the customer-employee call. Tasks are the same across conditions, 
but red lettering for “micro-events” indicates those changes between scripts and 
conditions in which customer treatment towards the employee has been manipulated.  
 
NON-AGGRESSIVE CUSTOMER CONDITION (Gabriel, 2013): In this condition, 
your goal is to have a very ordinary/non-eventful conversation with the participant. There 
will be natural ups and downs later in the conversation, meaning you will start by acting 
neutral and then become slightly more positive or negative (as marked in the script) 
throughout the conversation. However, you should never become overly positive or 
negative at any point. When acting “neutral,” try to sound indifferent but neither negative 
nor positive. When acting “positive,” you can sound friendly. When acting “negative,” 
try to sound irritated. The call should last 3-4 minutes.  
 
PHASE I: BEGIN AT NEUTRAL 
 
Participant:  Thank you for calling University Tech Support. My name is ______ and I 
am happy to serve you. Can I have your participant number please? 
 
YOU: Umm, yeah. It’s 2890. 
 
Participant: Okay, great. How can I help you today? 
 
YOU:  Okay, I need to insert some text boxes and I just can’t remember how to 
do this. Do you have the steps to do that? 
 
Participant: First, go to “Insert at the top of the computer screen. Then scroll down to 
“Text Box.” Your mouse on your screen should now change shape. In the 
PowerPoint slide, move your mouse to where you want the box, click 
down, and draw the box to the desired size. When you’re at the desired 
slide, you can release the mouse. You can then enter the desired text. 
 
YOU: Wait a second… I did that, but where is the border?  
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Participant: Well, there are other steps for creating the border. 
 
YOU: Oh, there are? Well, how long will that take? 
 
Participant: It shouldn’t take too long. There are only 8 simple steps.  
 
YOU: Fine. I need a border, so let’s do that, too.   
Participant: Okay, great. So you will want to click onto the text in the text box, and the 
border should become selected. Right click on the border around the text 
box. Click on “Format text box.” A number of tabs… 
 
 
PHASE II: BECOME SLIGHTLY POSITIVE 
 
YOU: (interrupt their instructions) Good, this seems to be working. Keep going. 
*positive micro-event* 
 
Participant: Good. After you click on “Format Text Box,” a number of tabs will appear 
on the top that you can select. Click on “Colors and Line.” Go to the 
subsection entitled, “Line.” Click the drop down menu that says “No 
Line” and select a color option. Automatic would be black. Click OK to 
add the border. 
 
YOU: This came together faster than I thought it would. *positive micro-event* 
 
Participant: Yeah, it doesn’t take too long.  
 
YOU: I think I want to create another text box. Would you mind going through 
those steps one more time for me?  
 
Participant:  Sure, you want to go to “Insert” at the top of the computer screen. Scroll 
down to “Text Box.” Your mouse on the screen should now change shape. 
In the PowerPoint slide you want to draw the text box, click the mouse. 
Holding the mouse down, draw your text box to the desired size…. 
 
 
YOU: You make this seem so easy. How is it that I didn’t know how to do this 
before now? *positive micro-event* 
 
Participant: Well, great. I’m glad.  
 
YOU: Okay, so what else do I need to do?  
 
Participant: If you go to the “Insert” at the top of the screen and scroll down to “Text 
Box,” then your mouse should change shape. In the PowerPoint slide you 
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want to draw the text box to the desired size. Once at the desired size, 
release the mouse. Proceed to enter the desired text. 
 
YOU: That’s right. I think I should be able to remember that now for next time. 
You’ve been a tremendous help. *positive micro-event* 
 
Participant: Good, I’m happy to help. Is there anything else that I can assist you with 
today? 
 
YOU: No, that’s all I need. I think I’m starting to get it. It makes a lot more sense 
now that you’ve taken the time to walk me through the steps. I feel a lot 
better about being able to finish this experiment now. Thank you. 
*positive micro-event* 
 
Participant: Thank you for calling University Tech Support. Have a good day.  
 
YOU: Thanks. Bye.  
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AGGRESSIVE CUSTOMER CONDITION (Gabriel, 2013): In this condition, your goal 
is to make the participant’s task as difficult as possible. However, you need to start 
neutral (as marked) and build up to acting negative and aggressive toward the person 
when indicated in the script. When acting “neutral” in the beginning, try to sound 
indifferent but neither negative nor positive. When acting “negative,” sound rude, 
irritated, angry, rushed, etc. Don’t insult the participants or get personal, and don’t 
use profanity or inappropriate name-calling. You should be at your highest level of 
negativity towards the end. The call should last 3-4 minutes. 
 
PHASE I: BEGIN AT NEUTRAL 
 
Participant:  Thank you for calling University Tech Support. My name is ______ and I 
am happy to serve you. Can I have your participant number please? 
 
YOU: Umm, yeah. It’s 2890. 
 
Participant: Okay, great. How can I help you today? 
 
YOU:  Okay, I need to insert some text boxes and I just can’t remember how to 
do this. Do you have the steps to do that? 
 
Participant: First, go to “Insert at the top of the computer screen. Then scroll down to 
“Text Box.” Your mouse on your screen should now change shape. In the 
PowerPoint slide, move your mouse to where you want the box, click 
down, and draw the box to the desired size. When you’re at the desired 
slide, you can release the mouse. You can then enter the desired text. 
 
YOU: Wait a second… I did that, but where is the border? 
 
Participant: Well, there are other steps for creating the border. 
 
YOU: Oh, there are? Well, how long will that take? 
 
Participant: It shouldn’t take too long. There are only 8 simple steps. 
 
YOU: Fine. I need a border, so let’s do that, too.   
 
Participant: Okay, great. So you will want to click onto the text in the text box, and the 
border should become selected. Right click on the border around the text 
box. Click on “Format text box.” A number of tabs… 
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PHASE II: BECOME NEGATIVE/AGGRESSIVE 
 
YOU: Seriously?! All of these steps for just making a text box? This is 
ridiculous…what a waste of time. *negative micro-event* 
 
Participant: I’m sorry, it shouldn’t take too long.  
 
YOU: (sigh) Geez…(pause) WELL? Are you going to help me or not? *negative 
micro-event* 
 
Participant: Yes. 
 
YOU: So then let’s just do this. I have other things to do. Just tell me how to 
make the line appear on the text box. And don’t start at the beginning! Just 
tell me how to change the line color. I found the “Colors and Line” tab 
already. *negative micro-event* 
 
Participant: Okay, now click on “Colors and Line” on the tabs. Then go to the 
subsection entitle “Line.” Click the drop down menu that says “No Line” 
and select a color option. Click OK. 
 
YOU: Okay – fine. There’s the border. How do I change the width of this thing? 
 
Participant: You’re going to right click the border of the text box and click on “Format 
Text Box…” 
 
YOU:  (GETTING IRATE) ARE YOU KIDDING ME?! I am being TIMED and 
you’re telling me we could have done this already?!! Why do you keep 
doing this?! Why can’t you just tell me everything at once? Haven’t you 
made a PowerPoint before? *negative micro-event* 
 
Participant: I’m sorry. I was just doing what you asked.  
 
YOU: There are SO many steps. I feel like I’m wasting my time. 
 
Participant: I’m sorry. I understand, but I’m trying to help you.  
 
YOU: Really? Well, I wouldn’t say you’re being very helpful and I don’t have 
time for such terrible service. Do you know how to do ANYTHING?! 
*negative micro-event* 
 
Participant: You can change the width of the box by going back to the “Format Text 
Box” and changing the width… 
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YOU: You know what? Thanks for nothing. I’ll figure this out by myself. 
(HANG UP) *negative micro-event* 
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APPENDIX D 
 
POWERPOINT MANUAL 
 
 
 
University  
Tech  
Support 
 
 
University Tech Support (UTS) is dedicated to providing service excellence to all faculty, 
students, and staff members. Our motto is “Better service, better tech support!” 
 
Job Description for “Customer Service Representative” 
 
1. You work in the customer service department in the “Help Desk” division. Your 
primary job duty is to provide help with any programs our customers are using to 
ensure that they continue to use UTS sponsored software and help services. 
 
2. You interact with customers via Skype, an internet-based phone service. Because 
we are committed to providing high quality customer service, all phone calls are 
audio taped through the Skype system. This allows us to play back the calls and 
monitor performance at any time. 
 
3. In providing high quality customer service, we ask that you maintain a positive 
demeanor at all times. We want our customers to know you are smiling at them 
even though they are a phone line away! 
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Customer Service Phone Etiquette 
 
1. Greeting: always greet the customers when they call you. Our 
standard greeting for all customers is: 
 
“Thank you for calling University Tech Support! My name is ______ 
and I am happy to serve you. May I please have your ID number?” 
 
2. ID Number: It is imperative that you write down the ID number of 
each person who calls. Do not proceed with the phone call until you 
receive this number. 
 
“Thank you for your ID number. How may I assist you today? 
 
3. Always Follow-Up: during the phone call, customers may have 
multiple questions or requests. After each question, we ask our 
customer service representatives to politely ask the following: 
 
“Is there anything else that I can assist you with today? We are always 
happy to help you through any problem.” 
 
4. Closing: At the end of each phone call, we want our customers to 
know that it has been a pleasure helping them. Our standard closing to 
all customers is: 
 
“Thank you so much for calling University Tech Support! It has been 
my pleasure to assist you. Have a great day!” 
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PowerPoint Frequently Asked Questions 
 
The following FAQ is designed to help you handle frequently asked customer questions 
in regard to the PowerPoint program. We have conducted pilot studies about the 
questions that emerge from customers, and it is very rare that customers will call with 
problems other than the ones listed below. 
 
When a customer calls, simply walk them through the step-by-step instructions outlined 
below to help the customer with his or her problem. You do not need any prior 
knowledge about PowerPoint to help them! 
 
How do I insert a text box into my presentation? 
1. Go to “Insert” at the top of the computer screen. 
2. Scroll down to “Text Box.” 
3. Your mouse on the screen should now change shape. 
4. In the PowerPoint slide you want to draw the text box, click the mouse. 
5. Holding the mouse down, draw your text box to the desired size. 
6. Once at the desired size, release the mouse. 
7. Proceed to enter in the desired text. 
 
How do I change the slide layout? 
1. Click on “Format” at the top of the screen. 
2. Go down and click on “Slide Layout.” 
3. There are four general categories of layouts to choose from.  
a. ASK CUSTOMERS IF THEY ARE MAKING A SLIDE WITH TEXT, 
PICTURES, OR BOTH. 
4. FOR TEXT: Go to the subheading that says “Text Layouts” and choose. 
5. FOR PICTURES: Go to the subheading that says “Context Layouts” and choose. 
6. FOR BOTH: Go to the subheading that says “Text and Content Layouts” and 
choose. 
7. Exit out of “Slide Layout” on the top right of the screen once done selecting. 
 
How do I put a border around my text box? 
1. Click onto the text in the text box; the border should become selected. 
2. Right click on the border around the text box. 
3. Click on “Format Text Box.” 
4. A number of tabs will appear on the top that you can select. 
5. Click on “Colors and Line.” 
6. Go to the subsection entitled, “Line.”  
7. Click the drop down menu that says “No Line” and select a color option. 
Automatic would be black. 
8. Click OK to add the border. 
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How do I insert a picture from the Internet? 
1. PRIOR TO BEGINNING, MAKE SURE CUSTOMERS HAVE SAVED THE 
DESIRED IMAGE ONTO THE DESKTOP OF THEIR COMPUTERS. 
2. Images on the desktop should be saved as a .gif or .jpg file. 
3. Click on “Insert” at the top of the screen. 
4. Go down and click on “Picture.” 
5. Once clicked on “Picture,” click on “From File.” 
6. Click on “Desktop” on the right side of the screen. 
7. Select your image.  
8. Click on “Insert.” 
9. TO CHANGE THE SIZE: Click on picture, and go to the corner of the picture. A 
diagonal arrow should appear. Drag arrow in towards the center of the picture to 
make the picture smaller. Drag arrow away from the center of the picture to make 
the picture larger. 
 
How do I insert a Table? 
1. PRIOR TO BEGINNING, MAKE SURE CUSTOMERS KNOW HOW MANY 
COLUMNS OR ROWS THEY WANT TO CREATE IN THEIR TABLE. 
2. Click on “Insert” at the top of the screen. 
3. Go down and click on “Table.” 
4. Use the up and down arrows next to “Columns” to increase or decrease the 
number of columns.  
5. Use the up and down arrows next to “Rows” to increase or decrease the number 
of rows. 
6. Click “OK.” 
7. Enter text into each box in the table as needed. 
 
How do I change the width of the border around my text box? 
1. Click onto the text in the text box; the border should become selected. 
2. Right click on the border around the text box. 
3. Click on “Format Text Box.” 
4. A number of tabs will appear on the top that you can select. 
5. Click on “Colors and Line.” 
6. Go to the subsection entitled, “Line.”  
7. Before changing the width, make sure you have selected a color. 
a. IF THEY HAVE NOT SELECTED A COLOR: Click on the drop down 
menu that says “No Line” and select a color option. 
8. In the “Line” subsection, there will be a box that says “Weight.” 
9. Use the up and down arrows next to “Weight” to change the width of the text box. 
10. Click OK to change the weight. 
 
How do I insert additional columns and/or rows into a Table? 
1. Click on “View” at the top of the screen. 
2. Go down and click on “Toolbars.” 
3. Select “Tables and Borders.” 
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4. A new toolbar should appear – click on the tab that says “Table” at the bottom of 
the toolbar. 
5. Four options will appear to either insert columns to the left/right of where the 
mouse is in the table or to insert rows above/below where the mouse is. 
a. IF THE OPTIONS ARE NOT IN BOLD: You must click your mouse in a 
box inside the table in order to get these options to appear. 
b. IF A COLUMN/ROW IS INSERTED IN THE WRONG PLACE: With 
your mouse, highlight all of the boxes/columns in the row you wish to 
delete. Once highlighted, right click the boxes and click on “Delete 
Columns/Rows” 
6. Once inserted, enter in text as needed. 
 
How do I animate the slides? 
1. Click on “Slide Show” at the top of the screen. 
2. Go down and click on “Animation Schemes.” 
3. A side bar will appear on the right side of the computer screen. 
4. Choose the animation that best suits your needs. 
a. IF ASKED FOR RECOMMENDATION: Subtle animation is usually 
more appropriate for professional presentations than the animation 
schemes labeled “Exciting.” 
5. Click “Apply to All Slides” to animate all of the PowerPoint Slides the same. 
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APPENDIX E 
 
POST-SIMULATION SCRIPT  
 
 
Post-Simulation Script (Gabriel, 2013) After the call ends, wait 15 seconds and then say: 
 
“I just received a message from the coordinator of the other study saying that was their 
last participant. So, you’re done taking phone calls for today! Please remove the headset 
and we’ll continue with the continuous ratings.” 
 
“We’re now going to finish up your continuous ratings. Do you have any questions about 
the scales before you use them again? You’ll be prompted with the same instructions on 
the screens to refresh your memory about the different scales. You can press the space 
bar to begin.” 
 
Have participants go through the three scales. Stay in the room to make sure they 
complete everything and there are no questions. Before each rating scale, restate what 
the scale measured and ask if they would like to hear the instructions again. 
 
“Great! You’re done with those. To finish, we have some final scales for you to 
complete. After that, you’ll receive your debriefing and you’re free to go.” 
 
DEBRIEFING 
 
'Thank you for participating in today's study. Call center simulations are important for 
studying and understanding employee performance and well-being at work due to the 
high levels of emotional demands call center workers experience. Today, you did not 
actually receive calls from real customers, but rather confederate callers who were trained 
to act in the manner they did. You are automatically entered into the raffle for one of two 
$50.00 gift card to Amazon.com. Also, your HPR credit will be posted soon, so you will 
receive credit for your time today. 
 
We greatly appreciate your participation and cooperation in today's study.”  
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APPENDIX F 
 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX G 
 
MEAN SQUARED SUCCESSIVE DIFFERENCE ANALYSIS 
 
 
To calculate the MSSD for each of the four continuous-level variables, I first 
calculated the difference between the current rating and previous ratings of 1 second (t – 
1), 10 seconds (t -10), and 20 seconds prior (t -20). Next, I squared the differences, and, 
third, calculated the person-level means for each of these squared differences. Table 43 
provides the MSSD for four different participants, one per study condition, so as to 
illustrate how instability can exist during certain time periods or depending on which 
variable is measured. In general, there was minimal change, regardless of experimental 
condition, between the current ratings (T) and values lagged 1 or even 10 seconds later. 
However, changes occurred upon reaching 20 seconds difference (i.e., the difference 
between T and T-20s), as indicated by larger mean squared differences for all variables. 
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Table 44. Examples of Mean Squared Successive Difference (MSSD) 
 
 t – 1s t – 10s t – 20s 
Autonomy Supportive- NonAggressive (ID #110-032) 
1. Autonomy NS  .00002 .002  1.05  
2. Competence NS .0001  .01 .86 
3. Affect .00002 .22 .65 
4. Performance  .003 .01 1.74 
Autonomy Supportive- Aggressive (ID #120-023) 
1. Autonomy NS  .00003 .003 .68 
2. Competence NS .00002 .002 1.12 
3. Affect .0004 .22 .73 
4. Performance  .00007 .001 1.08 
Controlling- NonAggressive (ID # 210-015) 
1. Autonomy NS  .00003 .001 .76 
2. Competence NS .0002 .01 .004 
3. Affect .001 .11 .31 
4. Performance  .00001 .0004 .32 
Controlling- Aggressive (ID # 220-029) 
1. Autonomy NS  .0002 .02 .09 
2. Competence NS .0001 .01 1.54 
3. Affect .002 .01 .29 
4. Performance  .0004 .03 .0002 
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APPENDIX H 
 
GROWTH CURVE MODELS REPRESENTING INDIVIDUAL PARTICIPANT DATA 
FROM EACH EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION 
 
 
Figure 25. Example for continuous ratings across call for autonomy supportive- 
 
aggressive condition. 
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Figure 26. Example for continuous ratings across call for autonomy support- 
 
nonaggressive condition. 
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Figure 27. Example for continuous ratings across call for controlling-aggressive  
 
condition.   
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Figure 28. Example for continuous ratings across call for controlling-nonaggressive  
 
condition. 
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